Fielding\u27s Dramatic Comedies: the Influence of Congreve and Moliere. by Sullivan, William Arnett, Jr
Louisiana State University
LSU Digital Commons
LSU Historical Dissertations and Theses Graduate School
1971
Fielding's Dramatic Comedies: the Influence of
Congreve and Moliere.
William Arnett Sullivan Jr
Louisiana State University and Agricultural & Mechanical College
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.lsu.edu/gradschool_disstheses
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Graduate School at LSU Digital Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in
LSU Historical Dissertations and Theses by an authorized administrator of LSU Digital Commons. For more information, please contact
gradetd@lsu.edu.
Recommended Citation
Sullivan, William Arnett Jr, "Fielding's Dramatic Comedies: the Influence of Congreve and Moliere." (1971). LSU Historical
Dissertations and Theses. 2092.
https://digitalcommons.lsu.edu/gradschool_disstheses/2092
| SULLIVAN) Jr., William Arnett, 19^2-
FIELDING'S DRAMATIC COMEDIES: THE INFLUENCE
OF CONGREVE AND MOLIERE.
The Louisiana State University and 
Agricultural and Mechanical College,
I Ph.D., 1971
I Language and Literature, general
i
[ University Microfilms, A XEROX Company, Ann Arbor, Michigan
_     ___  _         .... _ .. ^
©  1971 




THIS DISSERTATION HAS BEEN MICROFILMED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED
Fielding's Dramatic Comedies: The Influence
of Congreve and Moliere
A Dissertation
Submitted to the Graduate Faculty of the 
Louisiana State University and 
Agricultural and Mechanical College in partial fulfillment of the 
requirement for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy
in
The Department of English
by
William Arnett Sullivan, Jr.





EXAMINATION AND THESIS REPORT
William Arnett Sullivan, Jr.
English
Fielding's Dramatic Comedies: The Influence of Congreve and Moliere
Approved:
. Q . ________
Major Professor and Chairman
---------
Dean of the Graduate School
EXAMINING COMMITTEE:
r
Date of Examination: 
July 21. 1971
PLEASE NOTE:
Some P a g e s  h ave  i n d i s t i n c t  
p r i n t .  F i lm ed  as  r e c e i v e d .
UNIVERSITY MICROFILMS
ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
I am grateful to Professor Percy G. Adams for 
directing the early phases of this paper, reading and 
criticizing the first four chapters. When geographical 
separation made his further guidance impracticable, 
Professor William J. Olive kindly consented to direct 
the remainder of this study. I thank Professor Olive 
for giving so generously of his time and for making 
accessible his vast knowledge of English dramatic 
comedy. I am also indebted to Professors James T. 
Nardin and John H. Wildman for careful, perceptive 
reading of my paper and for numerous suggestions for 





TABLE OF CONTENTS................................. iii
ABSTRACT..................................   iv
CHAPTER
I. The Critical Perspective...............  1
II. Relations Between Moliere and Congreve. • 23
III. The Early Comedies.  ..............  46
IV. The Influence of Congreve.........  64
V. The Later Comedies. • • • • • • • • • • •  124
VI. The Influence of Moliere........ • • • •  166
VII. Conclusion.  ......................   196
LIST OF WORKS CITED     . 210
V I T A ............................................. 216
iii
ABSTRACT
This study traces the influence of Congreve and 
Moliere on Fielding's regular, full-length dramatic 
comedies. Fielding's comedies are, in order of compo­
sition, Love in Several Masques. The Temple Beau. Rape 
Upon Rape. The Wedding-Day. The Modern Husband. The 
Miser. The Universal Gallant. and The Fathers. The 
method used to determine the nature and extent of 
influence is that developed by John Wilcox in The Rela­
tion of Moliere to the Restoration Stage. Wilcox 
divided transferred elements into categories of thought 
(spirit) and embodiment (matter and form). After Wilcox 
identified the transferred elements in each category, he 
determined the nature and extent of influence on the 
bases of the frequency of the borrowings and their 
relative importance or centrality in the complete works 
of the source and of the borrower.
The most important and imperishable influence is 
a transfer of spirit. In this category belongs any 
aspect of an artist's thought as a whole, any reflec­
tion of his view of man's nature and condition. The 
category of matter includes any particular objectivity 
of an artist's spirit— actions, characters, situations, 
or settings— that compose visible or audible mediums. 
Elements contributing to the manner or method of
iv
presentation belong in the category of form. Among 
these elements are style of language, type of dialogue, 
manipulation of scenes, and plan of exposition.
In the first four comedies, Fielding draws heavily 
upon the thought and embodiment of Congreve’s The Old 
Batchelor. The Double-Dealer. Love for Love, and The 
Way of the World. The earlier the play the more 
Fielding relies upon Congreve. He borrows slightly 
less from The Way of the World than from the. other come­
dies, and for vital or central elements— heroes, hero­
ines, or highly significant incidents or situations—  
Fielding turns most often to Love for Love. The comedies 
of Congreve and the early comedies of Fielding depict 
ideal worlds, in which the evil that exists is always 
subdued by prevalent virtue. Both comedians write drama 
in the tradition of Ben Jonson’s comedy of behavior. 
Behavior portraying vice and folly is presented more 
for diversion than for instruction df readers or audi­
ences.
The influence of Congreve is displaced by that of 
Moli'fere in Fielding’s later comedies. Moliere’s L’Avare. 
L’ljfcole des Maris, and L’Ecole des Femmes are important 
models and sources for Fielding’s The Miser. The Univer­
sal Gallant. and The Fathers. Fielding uses almost 
every character, scene, incident, and line from Moliere’s
v
L'Avare in his The Miser, although his adaptation is 
different enough from its source to be called an original 
play. There are few borrowings from Moliere in The 
Universal Gallant and The Fathers, but Fielding uses 
ideas and techniques for which Moliere is the probable 
source.
Moliere*s comedies and Fielding's later comedies 
portray a world marred by man's unhappiness and 
inability to live with other men. Happiness and social 
harmony are thwarted by delusions and passions which 
dominate principal characters in the plays. The block­
ing characters in Moliere*s comedies deviate from the 
norm of the raissoneur reflected in collective society.
In Fielding's comedies, on the contrary, the norm is 
found outside collective society. In fact, Fielding's 
heroes deviate from whereas his blocking figures con­
form to the social norm.
Perhaps the most important discoveries made in 
influence studies are ways in which artists are inde­
pendent of models. Fielding's originality is his 
representation of character in the,.later comedies. He 
provides a sort of exercise in attaining a knowledge of 
character by representing characters' actions and 
motives with an ambiguity from which the reader or 




Nearly half the forty-nine pages which make up
the first biography of Fielding (1762) are devoted to
either explanation of or apology for the artist’s
failure in the province of drama. Hasty and careless
writing, immaturity, the unfortunate imitation of
Wycherley and Congreve, and Fielding’s letting his wit
run away with his judgment are cited by Arthur Murphy
as main causes for Fielding’s failure as a dramatist.
Nevertheless, Murphy concedes that ’’the reader who
peruses them [the dramatic works] attentively, will
not only carry away with him many useful discoveries
of the foibles, affectations, and humours of mankind,
but will also agree with me that inferior productions
1are now successful on stage.” Later critics have 
usually given proportionately less attention to the 
dramatic works, directing their attention to the faults 
instead of the virtues mentioned by Murphy.
•̂The Lives of Henry Fielding and Samuel Johnson Together with Assays from "The ~5rav1 s-vLnn Journal” 
(Gainesville, Fla.s Scholars* Facsimiles & Reprints, 1968), p. 251. Murphy’s biography of Fielding was first printed in his edition of The Works of Henry 
Fielding. Esq.. 1762.
1
Murphy began his dramatic career as a writer of 
farce and tragedy, but in 1760 he wrote his own first 
comedy, The Way to Keep Him. Allardyce Nicoll consid­
ered him one of the most important of several dramatists 
who kept alive the style and themes of the Restoration 
comedy of manners. Unquestionably sentimental in the 
conduct of plot and in the dialogue, Murphy's own comedy 
of manners had been cleansed of Fielding's harsh features 
and "the indelicacy, and sometimes downright obscenity 
of his raillery."2
In Nicoll's judgment "the finest plays of the later 
years of the period [1700-1750] which show the influence 
of the manners style are those of Fielding."^ Nicoll 
asserted, however, that during the same period "the 
influence of Jeremy Collier, along with the influence 
of the sentimental comedy, created a certain spirit 
antagonistic to the production of the fine comedy of 
the previous age. . . .  The comedy of manners, there­
fore, slowly died away as a creative element in dramatic 
productivity, even at the very time when Congreve and 
Wycherley were most popular in the theatre."**’ The
2Ibid.. p. 249.
History of English Drama: 1660-1900. 3rd ed.(Cambridge: TneUniversity Press, 1961), TT, 156.
4Ibid.. II, 161.
3
popularity of Congreve and Wycherley began to decline 
in the second half of the century. By the time Murphy 
was writing Fielding's biography "the older types of 
comedy no longer held the position accorded to them from 
1700 to 1750. Wycherley and Congreve are not merely 
cut but entirely altered; everything becomes decorously
5moral and genteel.There was a continuing change in 
the eighteenth-century taste for dramatic comedy; 
audiences found the harsh satire of the older comedy 
less and less palatable as the century unfolded.
Murphy's harsh criticism of Fielding's drama has 
provoked ardent defenses of Fielding the dramatist. 
Perhaps the most convincing, certainly the most exten­
sive, is to be found in Wilbur L. Cross's History of 
Henry Fielding. Cross considered the alleged causes 
for Fielding's failure and refuted or denied each of 
them. Finally, he rejected even the idea that Fielding 
was a failure as a dramatists . "The truth is that 
Fielding, between the ages of twenty-three and thirty, 
put on stage a full score of plays. Some were damned; 
others were immensely popular."^ These are the succes­
ses and failures expected by and common to the profes­
sional playwright.
5Ibid., Ill, 109.
^(New Haven: Yale Univ. Press, 191S), III, 141.
The relatively extensive treatment of the dramatic
works in the first biography is in part motivated by an
attempt to account for the "wonder, that he, who most
undoubtedly possessed a vein of true and genuine
humour, should not have proved more successful in his
7theatrical productions." Later critics have responded 
to the same motivation. The result has often been a 
comparison of Fielding the dramatist with Fielding the 
novelist, Fielding the apprentice with Fielding the 
master. Such a comparison obviously tends to favor 
the novels at the expense of an assessment of the 
merits of the drama itself.
Biographers after Cross still found it necessary 
to account for Murphy’s "wonder." For example,
Aurelien Digeon entertains the problem and resolves 
it with "His comedies, polemical tracts, translations, 
and journals were seldom anything more to him than
g•pot-boilers.'" Although F. Homes Dudden would not 
agree with Thackeray that Fielding’s dramatic pieces 
are "irretrievably immoral," he would charge Fielding 
the dramatist with frequent lapses in good tastes "he 
did invent scenes which are more than a little improper,
^Lives of Henry Fielding and Samuel Johnson, p. 233*
gThe Novels of Fielding (London: George Routledge
& Sons, Ltd., 1^23Tf P* vii7
and dialogues which are not by any means beyond reproach" 
furthermore, he is not to be excused for the "unseemly
9personal allusions which he introduced into his plays."
Dudden’s verdict in his trial of the drama is the popular
one, "We have reason to be grateful for the Licensing
Act, which brought Fielding’s work as a playwright to
an abrupt conclusion," giving him opportunity "to win
for himself everlasting fame as ’Father of the English
Novel.’"10 Even F. W. Bateson, writing a history of
comic drama, initiated his treatment of Fielding's drama
with an attempt to account for the fact that so fine a
novelist was so poor a dramatist. He dismissed hasty
writing as the cause for Fielding's failure and endorsed
another of the causes offered by Murphys "There are
natures in which the process of imitation, which can be
an inspiration, becomes an impediment. They are probably
rare, but Fielding's was certainly one of them. Imita-
11tion would not do his business."
The difficulty of criticizing the drama in isola­
tion from the novels is aptly illustrated in an excellent
^Henrv Fielding: His Life. Works, and Times(Oxford: Tne Clarendon Press, 1952), 1, 2̂ 2.
10Ibid.. I, 233.
•̂ English Comic Dramas 1700-1750 (New Yorks 
Russell & Russell, 1929. Reissued 19^3)» pp. 117, llS.
essay by Edgar V. Roberts. Roberts laments the fact
that "Fielding's plays are too frequently read merely as
stepping stones to his novels, and their value as works
12in their own right is commonly unrecognized." Earlier, 
as part of the justification of his study, Roberts had 
argued that "the ballad operas provided him [Fielding] 
with at least part of the testing ground on which he 
developed the handling of language, theme, and charac­
terization that make classics of Joseph Andrews and Tom 
Jones.
Nicoll, seemingly under neither the shadow of 
Murphy nor of the novels, has praised highly Fielding's 
comedy (see p. 2, n3 above), farce, burlesque, rehearsal, 
and ballad opera. Fielding wrote one farce, The Letter- 
Writers: and in Nicoll's judgment, "of all eighteenth 
century farces, Fielding's is perhaps the best."1^ In 
the writing of burlesque and rehearsal "Henry Fielding
15stands forward as the most important figure of the age." 
What is more, "Fielding has carried through his 'Dramatic 
Satire on the Times' [Pasquin. a rehearsal] with a verve
■^"Eighteenth-Century Ballad Opera: The Contribution
of Henry Fielding," Drama Survey. 1 (1961), 64.
13Ibid., 60.
lifA History of English Drama. II, 215.
l5Ibid., II, 263.
which makes it one of the most notable works of the 
16century, " Although John Gay was the most important 
writer of ballad opera in the eighteenth century, other 
important dramatists had taken up the practice; "Of
17'these undoubtedly the most talented was Henry Fielding." ' 
Altogether Fielding wrote twenty-six dramatic 
pieces. Until recently, critics have attempted to treat 
the dramatic works as a single topic. For example,
Charles B. Woods wrote an unpublished dissertation at 
Harvard, "Studies in the Dramatic Works of Henry 
Fielding," treating all the plays that reached the stage 
before the 1737 Licensing Act— that is, all but Miss 
Lucy in Town (1742), The Wedding-Day (1743)> and The 
Fathers (1778). In other words, Woods's study treats 
Fielding's farce, burlesque and rehearsal, ballad opera, 
and regular comedy. Woods's summary of his investiga­
tion is "My studies reveal how extensively Fielding 
drew upon the life about him for dramatic material.
His whole dramatic career may be regarded as a period 
of experiment in which he tried to evolve an appropriate
•I iform for serious social satire." It is doubtful that
l6Ibid.. III. 265.
l7Ibid.. II, 263.
i d Harvard University: Summaries of Theses
(Cambridge! Harvard University, 1937), 294.
Fielding saw farce as a possible form for serious social 
satire. The burlesque and rehearsals, on the other hand, 
were usually intentionally more literary than social in 
their satire. The point is that it is indeed difficult 
to assess Fielding's ability or designs as a dramatist 
without first assessing his ability in each of the 
diverse mediums in which he experimented.
Edgar V. Roberts has realized the desirability of 
such an approach; he has narrowed his studies in 
Fielding's dramatic works to the ballad opera. For 
example, "The Ballad Operas of Henry Fielding, 1730- 
1732: A Critical Edition" is his unpublished I960
University of Minnesota dissertation. In "Eighteenth- 
Century Ballad Opera: The Contribution of Henry Field­
ing," Roberts argues for a unity in the eleven ballad 
operas which is achieved through a studied satirical 
texture based on the idea that all men suffer from a 
"delirium" which causes them to be unreasonable. "The 
various species of self-delusion, cheating, and hypocrisy 
which he constantly exposes are all related to this 
'delirium. '"^ Roberts maintains that it was primarily 
on the merits of the ballad operas that Fielding "was 
recognized as the most important London playwright in
•̂ Drama Survey. 1 (1961), 62.
the 1730*3, and as one of the more significant play-
20wrights of his century."
More attention has always been given to the bur­
lesques and rehearsals than to the rest of Fielding's 
dramatic work. Critics and scholars have echoed the 
opinion that it is "with the burlesques of The Author's 
Farce. Tom Thumb. Pasauin. The Historical Register, and 
Eurvdice. that Fielding must stand or fall as a drama­
tist. In these plays he may be said to have created a
genre for himself, the genre which he has called
21'Dramatic Satire.*" Still there has been no in-depth 
study which deals exclusively with the topic. The 
Regents Restoration Drama Series, University of Nebraska 
Press, has brought out recent editions of The Author's 
Farce. 1966, and The Historical Register for the Year 
1736. 1967. Leo Hughes's study of eighteenth-century 
farce is often directed toward this group of plays.
The reason Hughes turns so often to the burlesques, 
rehearsals, and farces is that he is arguing that the 
"most casual examination of them should make it clear 
that while they all used the grotesque devices of 
laughter-producing buffoonery, they are actually far
20Ibid.. 65.
^English Comic Drama: 1700-1750. p. 121.
10
22removed from mere farce."
The plays which have been neglected most are the 
regular five-act comedies. Between the years 173$ and 
1743 Fielding wrote eight traditional five-act comedies. 
In order of composition they are Love in Several 
Masques. The Temple Beau. Rape Upon Rape. The Wedding- 
Day. The Modem Husband. The Miser. The Universal 
Gallant. and The Fathers.2^
It is a common misconception that Fielding's 
regular comedies failed to merit popular reception when 
they were acted. On the contrary, in an age "when all 
the higher species of comedy were being driven from 
their places by farce, ballad opera, pantomime and
O I,opera," Fielding's plays were impressively success­
ful on the stage. A study of Nicoll's "Hand-list of
25Plays" reveals that all the comedies but The Universal 
Gallant passed the test of the third night. Love in 
Several Masques was acted February 16, 17, 19 and 20
22A Century of English Farce (Princeton: Princeton
Univ. Press, 195677 P» 124.
23 accept the order of composition defended by L. P. Goggin, "Development of Techniques in Fielding's 
Comedies," PMLA. 67 (1952), 769-61.
2^A History of English Drama. II, 127*
25Ibid., Appendix C, II, 323-29.
at Drury Lane in 1728. The Temple Beau was acted ten 
times consecutively at Goodman's Fields beginning 
January 26, 1730. It was acted three more times in 
1730, once in 1731# and twice in 1734. Rape Upon Rape 
was produced at the Little Theatre seven times, begin­
ning June 23# 1730. It was acted once more at the 
Little Theatre on November 30 as The Coffee-House 
Politician "with an entire new act." It was acted 
four more times at Lincoln's Inn Fields late in 1730. 
The Modem Husband was produced at Drury Lane on 
February 14, 1732, running almost continuously for 
fiftee'b. performances. The Miser. Fielding's free 
adaptation of Moliere*s L'Avare. was acted twenty- 
nine times at Drury Lane and three times at the Little 
Theatre during the year 1733. After 1733 it enjoyed 
numerous successful revivals. The Universal Gallant 
was acted only twice in 1735. The Wedding-Day played
six times at Drury Lane but can be called only a
26qualified success. The Fathers, produced post­
humously in 1778 at Drury Lane, "ran, not quite con­
tinuously, for nine nights, beginning on November 30,
27and ending on December 12." Six of the comedies
2^See Cross, I, 373# 74, for the "qualification."
27Cross, III, 106.
were then unqualified successes, The Wedding-Day was a 
qualified success, and only The Universal Gallant an 
unqualified failure*
Most of the reaction of contemporary journals to 
the comedies was motivated more by personal and party 
affiliations than by any serious interest in the plays 
themselves or in serious dramatic criticism. "Clearly 
comment of the sort which appeared in the Journal 
[Grub-Street] played its part in building up for the 
dramatist and future novelist a picturesque but unfo2>- 
tunate reputation which has been accepted by all his 
biographers from Arthur Murphy down to the present 
day, when it has finally faded away under Mr. Cross's 
careful scrutiny." The attacks launched in The Grub- 
Street Journal against Fielding's indecency, lewdness, 
and immorality are frequently directed against The 
Modem Husband, among the comedies, and The Co vent 
Garden Tragedy. The Old Debauchees, and The Mock Doctor, 
among the other pieces. There was also a bitter attack 
on Pasquin in The Grub-Street Journal which attempted 
to place the piece in the category of Hurlothrombo. a 
play by Samuel Johnson of Cheshire, whose productions 
Hughes calls those "of a crazy man, which Johnson
James T. Hillhouse, The Grub-Street Journal 
(Durham: Duke Univ. Press, 1928), p. 185.
unquestionably was. Their popularity was due, it appears,
to the current craze for novelty plus a suspicion that
29they were somehow profound." Of course, such enter­
tainments were frequently the object of ridicule in 
Fielding's burlesques and rehearsals, as they are in 
Pasouin itself. As Hillhouse maintains, Fielding's 
drama "is no more immoral or improper from a modern 
point of view than the usual Restoration comedy or the 
imitation of it which passed current in the 1730's."30 
The Grub-Street Journal*s quarrel with Fielding even­
tually involved several other papers, The Comedian.
The Daily Post, and The London Post. The latter papers 
allowed Fielding or a defender of Fielding to respond 
to the charges made in The Grub-Street Journal. The 
quarrel soon "degenerated into personal attacks, and 
inquisitions into opponents* motives, intelligence, and 
general character."^
There were, of course, some journals which appear 
to have criticized Fielding's comedies because of an 
interest in the plays and in serious literary criti­
cism. Among these journals are The Auditor. The Gentle-
29Hughes, p. 127, n39.
3°The Grub-Street Journal, p. l£*5•
31Ibid.. p. 173.
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man's Magazine. and The. Prompter. A review of The 
Miser in The Auditor. No. 15 (March 23, 1732-3), by- 
Mr. Cynick questions the characterizations of Lovegold 
and Mariana, claiming the first is absurd and the second 
inconsistent. "Plautus has drawn the Character of a 
Miser, naturally, as he is; Moliere has a little left 
the Character of a Miser, by giving him thoughts of 
marrying one in mean circumstances. Our English Poet 
• • . makes him very much in Love, and contrary to his 
Interest; an Absurdity Moliere avoided."32 Mr. Cynick 
traces the character of Mariana through the plot: 
from "a most intolerable Coquette" early in the play 
she evolves into Frederick's lover, with all the charms 
of beauty, wit, genteelness, and politeness. "Notwith­
standing, the Auditor allows it to be the only Play 
deserving the Name of Comedy, this long while, except 
the married Philosopher."33 The charges brought by 
Mr. Cynick against The Miser receive a reply in The 
Gentleman's Magazine. Ill, 172 (April 1733) The 
Prompter's Aaron Hill found little merit in Fielding's
32Reprinted in Henry Fielding: The Critical Heri­tage. ed. Ronald Paulson and Thomas Lockwood (toew York: 
Barnes & Noble, Inc., 1969), P* 69*




dramatic productions, but he did damn the deserving 
Universal Gallant with a rather quiet patience.33
The only study which deals exclusively with the 
eight regular full-length comedies is L. P. Goggin's 
"Development of Techniques in Fielding's Comedies."3^ 
Goggin's thesis is that there is evidence of develop­
ment in techniques of indirect representation, charac­
terization, and the writing of dialogue. In order for 
Goggin to study such development, it has been necessary 
for him to establish the chronological order of compo­
sition of the comedies. What is more important to later 
students of the comedies than the establishment of the 
order of the composition is Goggin's demonstration that 
Fielding's technique developed steadily through all of 
his comedies. "Verisimilitude, integration, and vivid­
ness are the standards of the improvement which is
37implied by the term 'development.'"-̂ The adoption of 
these standards is evidence that Fielding is a conscious 
artist attempting to make the rigid form of the regular 
five-act comedy a functional medium for his art.
3 3 The Prompter (February lS, 173V-5). Reprinted 
in Henry Yielding: The Critical Heritage, pp. 75 > 76.
36PMLA. 67 (1952), 769-Sl.
37Ibid.. p. 7Sl.
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This study will focus on the nature and degree of 
the influence exerted by Congreve and Moliere on 
Fielding's dramatic comedies. Congreve seems to domi­
nate the earlier comedies in matter, form, and spirit; 
Molibre seems to dominate the later comedies, particu- 
larly in spirit. The analyses, then, of the first four 
plays, Love in Several Masques. The Temple Beau. Rape 
Upon Rape, and The Wedding-Day, will emphasize the 
influence of Congreve. Although Congreve matter is 
readily apparent in the later plays (in The Miser and 
The Universal Gallant. particularly), the analyses of 
these plays, The Modem Husband. The Miser. The Univer­
sal Gallant. and The Fathers, will emphasize Moliere's 
influence, whose spirit seems to have replaced that of 
Congreve. An analysis of Fielding's indebtedness to 
Congreve and Molifere will include a consideration of 
the variations of laughter and satire occurring in the 
earlier and the later comedies. Finally, this study 
will attempt to describe the original attitudes Fielding 
develops toward the character and the mask in dramatic 
comedy.
The technique developed by John Wilcox will be the 
method used here to determine the nature and degree of 
influence exerted by Congreve or Moliere. Wilcox begins 
his study with consideration of the problem that there
have seldom been logical techniques used in studies of
literary sources and influence. "I stress logic," he
writes, "for honesty and information do not lead invari- 
%
ably to truths sound reasoning must include conscious 
directions and critical control. Reliance on the 
instinct that guides the great scholar through the 
hazards of research may wreck the lesser man. And even 
great scholars have been known to err, where a more 
explicit technique might have saved them."p The first
and most important distinction Wilcox considers is. 
that between borrowings and resemblances. "A resem­
blance between the work of a later author and an
earlier may justifiably be called a borrowing only
39when there is no other way to explain it." Before a 
student calls a parallel verbal passage, method, action, 
character, or dramatic situation a borrowing, he should 
entertain the possibility that the parallel could be a 
literary commonplace, a commonplace of the theatre* a 
social commonplace, or simply a commonplace of life.
And even after these possibilities are considered, the 
borrowing under consideration should be accompanied by 
a sufficient number of other likenesses to reasonably
3SThe Relation of Molilre to Restoration Comedy 
(New YorET Columbia Univ. Press. 193S. Reissued by Benjamin Blom, Inc., 1964), p. lo.
39Ibid., p. 19.
is
insure against coincidence. In other words, there 
should be a note of peculiarity attending similar 
phenomena.
Borrowings, Wilcox believes, should be considered 
under three heads, spirit, matter, and form. He recog­
nizes that "although the product of the creative imagi­
nation cannot be separated dichotomously into thought 
and embodiment, it can be examined from different 
points of view.11 ̂  Under spirit he includes "any 
aspect of the author's thought as a whole, so far as 
it can be distinguished from the particular kind of 
objectivity which he gave it."4'*’ This, he thinks, is 
obviously the most important and imperishable kind of 
influence. Associated with the artist's spirit is his 
design or intention. Matter is the "particular objec­
tivity" the artist has given his literary spirit. "In 
drama this consists of the action, the characters, the 
incidents, the situations, the scenery— everything that 
composes the audible or visible by which the author's15
intention (Gehalt) reaches the audience." There are 





by any borrowings of form or spirit. Form is the man­
ner and method of presentation. In drama form is 
largely barren as a separate point of view because 
drama is so conventional externally. In the present 
study, however, form will be given some attention for 
it is here that Fielding demonstrated perhaps his 
greatest originality as a playwright, in the category 
of form Wilcox places "the sort of dialogue, the style 
of language, the manipulation of scenes, the plan of 
exposition, and the selection of elements for direct 
or narrated action. 1,43
The nature of the influence has been classified 
as spirit, matter, or form; the degree is weighed 
according to three criteria:
Criterion I. The degree of influence depends upon 
the extent and centrality of the borrowed ele­
ments in the works of the source. . . .  
Criterion II. The degree of influence depends 
upon the extent and centrality of the borrowed 
elements in the works of the borrower. . . .  
Criterion III. The influence of borrowings upon 
a larger mass of literature must be studied in 
the light of the whole of that literature, not 
merely of that in which borrowings occur
43Ibid.. p. 31.
20
[relevant to a study involving the comic
drama of a particular age, for example]. • 
kk• •
Wilcox's method is a method for determining the 
nature and degree of influence one writer has on 
another; it is readily admitted that it is not the 
method. For example, Claudio Guilldn finds certain 
weaknesses in Wilcox's concept of transmission in 
tracing influences:
1) It implies that an influence is an objective 
connection, a tangible affair of which some 
material traces should remain after the work 
is finished. • • •
2) The idea of transmission ascribes to phenom­
ena of influence, in many occasions, a kind 
of importance, or of necessity, or-of effi­
ciency, as great or as enviable as that of the 
artistic works themselves. • • .
3) The most remarkable consequence of this theory 
is the persistent confusion between influences 
and textual similarities, or the refusal to
44Ibid.. pp. 31-33
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scrutinize with some sharpness how these two
l,5groups of facts are related. . . .
Certainly, anyone who has thought seriously about 
the tracing of a literary influence will at least 
partially agree with Guilleli that the process is ultim­
ately "to make a value-judgment, not to measure a 
fact."4^ Although few perhaps would accept the idea or 
the possibility of determining the "genetic function" 
of an influence, most would agree with Guillen that at 
least one "merit of influence studies may be that they 
point out how much of a writer's equipment is left 
untouched, in many cases, by the truly valuable influ-l «
ences exerted on him." '
A greater merit of influence studies is the possi­
bility that there will emerge a clearer or deeper under­
standing of either or both the artists under considera­
tion— the pupil and his master. The influence study 
can be, then, essentially another approach to critical 
analysis. Although method or technique may insure a
45«The Aesthetics of Influence Studies in Compara­
tive Literature," Proceedings of the Second Congress of the International Literature Association, ed. Werner P. 
Friederich IChapel riills Tfniv. of North Carolina Press, 
1959), PP. 1S2, 183.
46Ibid.. p. 186.
47Ibid., pp. 187, 188.
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greater chance of arriving at truth than would a hap­
hazard assemblage of information and facts, it is 
likely that teachers and scholars will continue to 
allow their students to play the game of parallels 
by any rules, hoping-their students will reach a point 
near if not at truth.
CHAPTER II
RELATIONS BETWEEN MOLIERE AND CONGREVE
The relations between Moliere and Congreve create 
two major problems in a study of the influence of these 
comedians on Fielding's dramatic comedies. One is caused 
by the fact that Moliere and Congreve wrote in similar 
phases of comedy, which Northrop Frye calls the ironic.1 
This similarity causes an unusually large number of com­
monplaces in the works of these artists, particularly 
literary and theatrical commonplaces, but, because the 
ironic phases of comedy tend toward satire, there are 
also many commonplaces of society and life, standard 
objects of the satirist's lash. The second problem is 
caused by the fact that Congreve, as well as Etherege, 
Dryden, Otway, Shadwell, Wycherley and other major 
Restoration dramatists, was himself indebted to some 
degree to Moliere, either directly or indirectly, through 
such conscious models as Dryden and Wycherley. Fielding 
might well have borrowed elements of matter, form, and 
spirit which were originally Moliere's but accessible in 
Congreve or one of his models. If, however, elements 
have been transmitted through intermediary sources and
Anatomy of Criticism: Four Essays (New York:
Atheneum, 1$ 56TT p." 1 7 7 7 - ----------
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have still maintained attendant peculiarities, then it 
seems that they might still be considered Moliere's, no 
matter what Congreve's particular immediate source. 
Although most modem critics agree that Congreve owed 
very little specifically to Moliere, a look at some of 
the arguments for and against Moliere's influence will 
help illustrate the similarities and, perhaps more 
important, the distinctions between the two primary 
influences on Fielding's dramatic comedies.
Frye's definition of comedy encompasses a broad 
range of artistic intentions, bounded on one extreme by 
ironic satire and on the other by romantic fantasy.
The comedy between these extremes, Frye contends, por­
trays an evolution from an undesirable society to a new 
and better society which transforms and absorbs the old 
society. The undesirable society is one controlled by 
habit, ritual, bondage, arbitrary law, and the older 
characters. The new society, on the other hand, is one 
controlled by youth and pragmatic freedom. Frye calls 
the transition a movement from oistis (opinion) to 4 
gnosis (proof), a progression from illusion to reality. 
Frye describes illusion as "whatever is fixed or defin­
able, and reality is best understood as its negation. 
Whatever reality is, it's not that. Hence the impor­
tance of the theme of creating and dispelling illusion
25
in comedy: the illusions caused by disguise, obsession,
hypocrisy, or unknown parentage."
The comic evolution described above varies in com­
pleteness, according to Frye, as the range of comedy 
merges from irony and satire at one end into romance 
at the other. Frye organizes the variations around six 
separate phases of comedy:
I. The most ironic phase is the one in which a 
humorous society triumphs or remains undefeated. Frye 
cites The Alchemist. The Beggar*s Opera, and Heartbreak 
House as examples.
II. The second phase is that in which a hero does 
not transform a humorous society but simply escapes or 
runs away from it. Congreve’s The Double-Dealer is in 
this phase.
III. The third phase is the one in which "a senex 
iratur or other humor gives way to a young man*s 
desires."3 This phase is perhaps the most common in 
realistic comedy; within it are Plautus's Aulularia: 
Moliere's L'Avare. and Congreve's Love for Love. Five 
of Fielding's comedies, Love in Several Masques. The 
Temple Beau. Rape Upon Rape. The Wedding-Day, and The 




IV, The fourth phase may be called "the drama of 
the green world, its plot being assimilated to the ritual 
theme of the triumph of life and love over the waste 
land."4 Frye assigns Shakespeare’s romantic comedies 
to this phase, among them, The Two Gentlemen of Verona.
A Midsummer Night1s Dream, and As You Like It. Shakes­
pearean comedy of this phase, Frye contends, "illustrates, 
as clearly as any mvthos we have, the archetypal function 
of literature in visualizing the world of desire, not as 
an escape from 'reality,* but as the genuine form of the 
world that human life tries to imitate."**
V. The fifth phase is a sort of continuation of 
the fourth: "We move into a world that is still more
romantic, less Utopian and more Arcadian, less festive 
1 6and more passive." Frye puts The Winter's Tale and 
Pericles in the fifth phase of comedy.
VI. Finally, there is the phase which presages 
an end to comedy. At this point "comedy proper enters 
into its final and sixth phase, the phase of the col­
lapse and disintegration of the comic society. In this 
phase the social units of comedy become small and




7esoteric, or even confined to a single individual.*'
This phase of comedy includes ghost stories, thrillers, 
and gothic romances. An example is The Innocents. 
William Archibald's dramatic adaptation of Henry James's 
The Turn of the Screw.
In the later phases the main emphasis falls on the 
protagonists and the scenes of discovery and recognition. 
In the earlier phases, however, the main emphasis is on 
the blocking characters; the resulting comedy tends 
toward comic irony, satire, realism, and studies of 
manners.
The typical situation in dramatic comedy is one in 
which two young lovers have declared their love for one 
another but are prevented from consummating that love 
by some member of the undesirable society, usually a 
parent or older guardian. The final triumph of the new 
society over the old is symbolized by a fifth-act 
wedding, a symbol which has its roots in the remote 
origins of comedy centered around Dionysiac or Phallic 
rituals in ancient Greece. F. M. Comford argues that 
Aristophanic comedy "is constructed in the framework of 
what was already a drama, a folk play; and that behind 
this folk play lay a still earlier phase, in which its
7Ibid.. p. 1S5.
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gaction was dramatically presented in religious ritual.” 
Cornford demonstrates that each of the comedies of 
Aristophanes, excepting The Clouds, imitates this form 
and concludes with a marriage celebration.
There is an ultimate union (or reunion) in the 
early phases of comedy, but the participants are often 
not very important. Frye cites the example of Plautus’s 
Casina. in which the hero and heroine are not brought 
on the stage at all. On the other hand, a blocking 
figure is sometimes emphasized so heavily in ironic 
comedy that he is considered a hero. There are no bet­
ter examples than Moliere's Sganarelle in L’Ecole des 
Maris. Arnolphe in L'Ecole des Femmes, or Alceste in 
Le Misanthrope. In these comedies the interest is 
focused so keenly upon the blocking characters that they 
become more than mere symbols, consequently becoming 
less than ideal objects of satire.
Frye's definition of the earlier phases of comedy 
is basically an accurate description of the Latin comedy 
of Plautus and Terence. The conventions of the early 
phases of comedy already suggested— plot structure, 
assembly of characters and their relationships, and
gThe Origin of Attic Comedy (Cambridge: Cambridge
Univ. Press, 1^3477 P» 4.
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concluding marriages— become literary and theatrical 
commonplaces in Latin comedy and in the comedy influ­
enced by Latin comedy.
The influence of Roman comedy upon English comedy 
began early in the second half of the sixteenth century. 
While there is evidence that Roman comedies were per­
formed in England as early as 1527 and 1526 by school­
boys at Cardinal Wolsey's, it was probably 1553 before 
Nicholas Udall's conscious Roman imitation, Ralph 
Roister Doister. was acted. Mr. S's Gammer Gurton's 
Needle (1575) was performed at Christ's College, Cam­
bridge, probably about 1560. Mr. S "followed the scheme 
and method of Latin comedy as closely as Udall. The 
play is divided into five acts, the scene is the street 
before the houses, the time is within twenty-four hours, 
the action is a series of deceptions manipulated by one 
trickster, and there is considerable rhetorical dis­
play."^
In spite of these imitations and later imitations 
and translations, it is usually argued that Ben Jonson 
first blended classical comedy with English, adapting 
"classical precedents to the variety and profusion of
^Ashley H. Thorndike. English Comedy (New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1927), p. 59«
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life in England,"10 Some critics, however, have insis­
ted that the variety and profusion of Jonson's comedies 
result from the influence of Aristophanic comedy.11 
Cordatus, the "Authors friends A man inly acquainted 
with the scope and drift of his Plot; Of the discreet, 
and understanding judgement; and has the place of a 
Moderator," observes of Every Man Out of his Humour 
that the comedy was designed as other plays should be, 
"somewhat like Vetus Comoedia." The questions of Mitis 
which follow seem to imply that by Vetus Comoedia 
Cordatus meant Latin comedy. Of this phrase, Robert E. 
Knoll writes, "He seems to be using vetus comoedia as 
an honorific term with which to put off his critics.
He wants to borrow the dignity more than the substance 
of classicism. As a matter of cold fact in Jonson's 
time the term is not indisputably a reference to classic 
drama at all. Jonson's erstwhile collaborator Thomas 
Nashe used it, perhaps ironically, in The Returne of 
the Renowned Cavaliero Pasauill of England (15$9) to
refer to an allegorical interlude. Later (l6l9) Jonson
1 2himself used it in connection with a morality play."
l0H. T. E. Perry, Masters of Dramatic Comedy and 
Their Social Themes (Cambridge: riarvard Univ. Press,
19391, p. 81.
11Coburn Gum, The Aristophanic Comedies of Ben 
Jonson (Paris: Mouton & do., 1969)•
•̂ Ben Jonson's Plays: An Introduction (Lincoln:
Univ. of Nebraska Press, 196477 P*
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Of course, Jonson introduced much more than just 
the dignity of Latin comedy to English comic tradition.
He used elements of Latin comedy which have since become 
commonplaces in English realistic comedy. The division 
into five acts having exclusive functions; the conscious­
ness of the unities of time, place, and action; the use 
of mistaken identities and disguises; and the use of 
stock characters such as the braggart (in many variations 
of the pretender or imposter), old. avaricious men, domi­
neering wives, and clever servants are some of these 
elements. These are all elements common to Latin comedy 
and might have been taken directly from the Latin come­
dians by any English dramatist, but the endorsement of 
the man unanimously considered England's greatest comic 
genius until early in the eighteenth century was impor­
tant to their incorporation into English comedy.
Perhaps more important in Jonson's heritage to 
Restoration and later English comedy than the above 
theatrical commonplaces was Jonson's emphasis on behav­
ior in his comedies. Knoll suggests that Jonson's 
insistance on didacticism in his plays reflects the 
influence of the older religious English drama. Jonson 
seems always to be making observations on man's moral 
nature. "Jonson was interested in the humours as moral 
types; he was making observations about man's moral,
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not his psychic, nature. Theories of humours and of 
passions were branches of ethics then.**1-* Jonson's 
characters, however, are usually primarily allegorical 
symbols for various aspects of man's moral nature.
Coburn Gum sees Jonson's characters as compromises 
between ideals and reality, often highly individualized. 
However, Gum says, "Jonson's personages, despite their 
realism and individuality, usually do not exhibit the 
inconsistencies characteristic of actual human beings."1^
Restoration comedians were not necessarily so 
didactic as Jonson (Wycherley probably was; Etherege 
and Congreve certainly were not), but they did have an 
emphasis on behavior at the neglect of character which 
has come to be called comedy of manners. That Jonson 
and his imitators were very important to the develop­
ment of Restoration comedy is a fundamental argument of 
Kathleen Lynch's The Social Mode of Restoration Drama 
and John Wilcox's The Relation of Moliere to Restoration 
Comedv. Lynch maintains that in English comic tradition 
"it was Ben Jonson's distinction to create a new realis­
tic comedy and to build up in its behalf a stout defense
15of dramatic theory." Wilcox argues, "The primary
13Ibid.. p. 7.
1^Gum, p. 29.
13The Social Mode of Restoration Comedy (New York: 
The Macmillan Co., 192677 p. 11#
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force in the comedy of manners in England was the nature
16and genius of Ben Jonson." Wilcox concurs with the 
conclusions Paul Mueschke reached in his studies based 
on Lynch's discovery of the significance of social con­
sciousness. Mueschke conjectures that in Every Man in 
his Humour. Every Man Out of his Humour. Epicoene. and 
The Devil is an Ass Jonson "anticipated the social 
philosophy, the character types, and the dramatic prin­
ciples out of which the Comedy of Manners was molded." 
Mueschke sees Jonson's contribution to the origins of 
Restoration comedy as three-folds "in portraits drawn 
with sufficient skill to serve as models for his contem­
poraries, he continued the socialization of the Eliza­
bethan gull; with a philosophy cynical enough to attract 
the sophisticated, he presented a group of wits who 
consciously formulate and employ an insidious code of 
seduction; and through a keen sense of dramatic values,
he exploited the comic possibilities arising from the
17juxtaposition of true-wits and would-bes." Further 
support of this argument is found in G. E. Bentley's
1 6 ^The Relation of Moliere to Restoration Comedy(New York: dolumbia*‘TJniv. Press, 193^. Reissued by
Benjamin Blom, Inc., 1964), p. 193*
17'"Prototypes of Restoration Wits and Would-Bes 
in Ben Jonson's Realistic Comedy" (Unpublished Univ. 
of Michigan Dissertation, 1929)» P* 192. This passage 
is quoted by Wilcox, p. 15.
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Shakespeare & Jonson: Their Reputations in the Seven­
teenth Century Compared. Bentley's conclusion from a 
comparison of various classes of allusions to Jonsonv*
and Shakespeare is9 "Clearly, Jonson, and not Shakes- 
peare, was the dramatist of the seventeenth century."
Jonson's possible influence on Congreve is seen 
often in Congreve's plays. Summers has called atten­
tion to the similarities between Captain Bluff and Sir 
Joseph Wittol in The Old Batchelor and Ben Jonson's 
Bobadil and Master Stephen in Every Man in his Humour: 
the similarities between the subplots of The Way of 
the World and the plot of The Devil is an Ass. A case 
might be made for Congreve's borrowing Brisk in The 
Double-Dealer directly from Jonson's Fastidius Briske in 
Every Man Out of his Humour. Although Summers does not 
cite Every Man Out of his Humour, he cites five other 
possible sources for the conceitedly assertive fop 
Brisk: Woodcock in The Sullen Lovers. Drybob and Brisk
in The Humourists. Malagene in Friendship in Fashion. 
Sparkish in The Country Wife, and Novel in The Plain- 
Dealer. Sir Paul Plyant in The Double-Dealer. described 
as "An Uxorious, Foolish, old Knight" in the Personae 
Dramatis, could be modeled upon Jonson's Deliro in
Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1945), p. 139.
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Every Man Out of his Humour, Deliro is described as
A Good doting Citizen, who (it is thought) might be of the common Councell for his wealth: 
a fellow sincerely besotted on his owne wife, and so rapt with a conceit of her perfections, 
that he simply holds himself unworthy of her.And in that hoodwinkt humour, lives more like a 
suter than a husband; standing in as true dread 
of her displeasure, as when he first made love to her. He doth sacrifice two-pence in juniper 
to her, every morning, before she rises, and wakes her, with villanous out-of-tune musick, which she 
out of her contempt (though not out of her judge­ment) is sure to dislike.19
The description of Deliro would serve as a very accurate
picture of Sir Paul Plyant, but it would be just as
true to many other old, fond husbands in Restoration
comedy.
Fortunately, there is no need to argue that Congreve 
has in any particular borrowed from Jonson. There is in 
the letter to Dennis of July 10, l695» which is usually 
printed entitled "Concerning Humour in Comedy," evidence 
that Congreve knew Jonson well and respected him as a 
sort of model comedian. In drawing his distinctions 
between Habits. Affectations, and Humours, he uses 
Jonson as the English dramatist for examples. He chooses 
Morose as the perfect Humour character partly in order to 
defend Jonson: "The character of Morose in The Silent
^All citations of Jonson's comedies are from Ben 
Jonson. ed. C. H. Herford and Percy Simpson (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1927).
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Woman. I take to be a Character of Humour. And I choose 
to Instance this Character to you, from many others of 
the same Author, because I know it has been Condemned 
by many as Unnatural and Farces and you have yourself
hinted some dislike for it, for the same Reason, in a
20Letter to me, concerning some of Johnson*s plays.'1 
In the course of the letter Congreve alludes to Volpone. 
Every Man in his Humour, and Bartholomew-Fair in addition 
to ^he Silent Woman. Corbaccio, Sir John Daw, and Cob 
are alluded to in addition to the more elaborately 
analyzed Morose.
Ben Jonson's French counterpart was Moliere, who 
adapted to native French comedy the structure and con­
ventions that he found in Italian literary drama and 
Latin comedy. Whereas Jonson*s comedy had been an 
attempt to bridle romantic extravagance incorporating 
native religious drama, Moliere*s was an attempt to 
incorporate native farce and the imported commedia 
dell'arte with Roman comedy. For four of his important 
comedies he went directly to Plautus and Terence as 
sources. From Plautus he borrowed Amphitryon and 
Aulularia for his Amphitryon and L'Avare. Terence's
20Complete Works of William Congreve, ed. Montague 
Summers. 4 vols. (Hew York: Russell & Russell, 1924,
1964), III, 164.
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Phormio and Adelphoe were models for his Les Fourberies 
de Scapin and L'Ecole des Maris* Charles Dullin has 
argued that "whatever the importance of Molfbre's bor­
rowings, there is— even more than the situations and the 
gags— a very definite inspiration that comes from the 
general tone, the environment— in a word, the spirit of 
Plautus' work."^ Molibre's debt to Terence has been 
pointed out by Katherine Ernestine Wheatley; she contends‘ 
that "not only is the Adelphoe the most important source 
of L'Ecole des Maris as regards imitations of detail, 
but this play exerted a profound and lasting influence
on Molfere's conception of character and upon the tech-
22nique of his more serious plays*"
Grace Wyman Sheets has written a study which con­
siders the similarities in Molfere and Jonson, their 
personalities, plays, and reliance on classical sources, 
particularly their mutual indebtedness to the comedies 
of Plautus and Terence.^ H. T* E. Perry, on the other
21"On L'Avare." from the "Collection 'Mises en 
scene'" edition of L'Avare. by Charles Dullin (Paris: Editions du Sevil, l 9 w  • Reprinted in Molibre: ACollection of Critical Essays, ed. Jacques Guicharnaud• Trans. June’TJuicharnaud {Englewood Cliffs, N. J.s Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1964), p. 156.
^^Moliere and Terence. A Study in Moliere' s Realism 
(Austin! Univ. of Texas PreHs, l93l77 P*
2*5"A Comparative Study of the Comedies of Ben 
Jonson and Moliere" (Unpublished Louisiana State Univ. 
Thesis, 1929).
3$
hand, has compared Ben Jonson and Moliere and made the 
distinction between them which is perhaps the most 
important one to be made with respect to their influ­
ences on Restoration and subsequent comedy. According 
to Perry, Restoration drama's "genesis was the social 
life of the day, influenced by the literary tradition of 
Ben Jonson in England and of Moliere in France."2*’ How­
ever, Perry also argues, "A comparison of Harpagon with 
Volpone will show how much farther from type and how 
much closer to humanity Moliere reached than his closest 
parallel in English literature. The philosophic Comedy
of Character was not destined to attain his full perfec-
25tion upon British soil." v  As Perry maintains, in
Restoration drama the "comedy of 'humours' or of charac-
2 6ter is here taken over from the external side." 
Restoration dramatists seemed more interested in how 
their characters behaved, conforming or failing to con­
form to social norms, than., in what they were really like 
morally, ethically, or psychologically.
2*The Comic Spirit in Restoration Drama: Studies
in the Comedy of kpherege . Wycherley. Congreve ."Vanbrugh.




The distinction Perry makes between Moliere and 
Jonson and Moliere and Restoration drama is an important 
one which can be made between Moliere and Congreve. Much 
has been written about Moliere's influence on Restoration 
drama in general and about Moliere's influence on Congreve 
particularly. Kathleen Lynch's The Social Mode of Res­
toration Comedy and John Wilcox's The Relation of Moliere 
to Restoration Comedy are responses to arguments such as 
that of D. H. Miles in The Influence of Moliere on Res­
toration Comedy: "The peculiar distinction of the
English comedy of manners came from plays of the type 
that Moliere developed, a comedy of manners that realis­
tically mirrors the fads and follies of society without 
criticizing them."2̂  Such a proposition must, of course, 
consider Moliere*s influence on Congreve, and Miles's 
does. The appendix to Miles's study, "A List of Borrow­
ings," cites numerous instances of Congreve's indebted­
ness to Moliere. For example, The Old Batchelor is said 
to be indebted to Les Fourberies de Scapin. Monsieur, de 
Pourceaugnac. Les Femmes Savantes. George Dandin, and 
L'Ecole des Maris. The conception of Heartwell is 
attributed to Sganarelle in Le Mariage Force. and 
"Araminta and Belinda show reminiscences of Moliere's
2<̂ (New York: Columbia Univ. Press, 1910), p. 33*
- 2dprecieuses. ** Miles maintains that the plot of The
Double-Dealer was suggested by Tartuffe and, in addition,
that Congreve adapted freely from Les Femmes Savantes
and Le Misanthrope. Of the characters in the play,
Miles says, "Maskwell = Tartuffe; Careless = Cleante;
Lord Touchwood = Orgon; Lady Froth = Philaminte (Les
Femmes Savantes) as a learned lady; Sir Paul and Lady
Plyant = Chrysalde and Philaminte as man and wife. The
conception of Lady Plyant also owes a good deal to 
29Belise."  ̂ Miles contends that the outline for Love 
for Love was suggested by L,Avare: the play is further 
indebted to Dorn Juan. Le Misanthrope, and L'Etourdi.^0 
Miles cites very few instances of borrowing in The Way 
of the World: "Waitwell's disguise was suggested by
the plot of Les Precieuses Ridicules. Foible is influ­
enced in conception by Molierevs soubrettes (e.g.
Toinette and Lisette). Mrs. Fainall is a variation of 
the motif of L*Ecole des Maris. A d m i t t i n g  there are 
few and relatively insignificant borrowings in The Wav 
of the World. Miles says, "The effect of the French
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technique Is equally apparent. Observe that this comedy 
has the same purpose as Le Misanthrope: Moliere wishes
to depict the beau monde of Paris; Congreve wishes to 
present the high life of London."32 Miles fails to 
note that what is central to Congreve*s play is only 
incidental to Moli'bre's; Moliere*s central purpose in 
Le Misanthrope seems to be to depict the ways in which 
misanthropy form and deform Alceste*s character. It is 
not hard to see why later critics have chosen to refute 
Miles's arguments.
Kathleen Lynch denies most of Miles's claims for 
the influence of Moliere on Congreve while arguing that 
"Elizabethan tradition had at least more influence than 
Moliere's drama on the spirit of Congreve's plays.
The only significant borrowing Lynch concedes to Miles 
is Congreve's borrowing from Tartuffe. Of this borrow­
ing Lynch says, "Congreve's one important experiment with 
plot derived from Moliere, in The Double-Dealer. served 
to weaken rather than strengthen the comic effectiveness 
of the scenes involved."3^ Lynch distinguishes between 
the artists' intentions, "MoldL&re's problem is to oppose
32Ibid.. p. 19$.
33The Social Mode of Restoration Drama, p. 193.
34Ibid.. p. 1$$.
folly and sanity, Congreve's to oppose false and true 
social affectation* "33 Wilcox denies even this borrow­
ing, maintaining that there is no real similarity between 
Tartuffe and Maskwell or the plots of Le Tartuffe and The 
Double-Dealer. Wilcox examines the resemblances cited 
by Miles and Lynch and concludes, "Miles and Miss Lynch 
seem too intent on likenesses to notice that Mellefont, 
not the 'humorous' and negligible Lord Touchwood, is 
the real dupe of Maskwell* Likewise, Lady Touchwood, 
not Maskwell, is the instigating force of evil in the 
story, wholly unlike the calm and virtuous Elmire, who 
unmasked Tartuffe to her deceived h u s b a n d * W i l c o x  
finally agrees with Lynch that the creative influence 
on Congreve was English comedy: "Although he read
Moliere and the classics, he schooled himself in seven­
teenth-century English comedy from Jonson and Fletcher 
onward. • • • His strength was more than wit, more than 
style; it was comic genius. But it is a matter of signif­
icant fact that I can find no demonstrable borrowing from
x ^7Moliere in any of his comedies."^
35Ibid., p. l86.
3^The Relation of Moliere to Restoration Comedy, 
p. 160.
In spite of arguments to the contrary, certainly 
Moliere must inevitably have influenced Congreve to some 
degree. After all, Moliere contributes heavily to the 
English comic tradition for which Lynch and Wilcox 
have argued as the principal creative influence on 
Congreve. A look at Wilcox's list of "Restoration 
Comedies Containing Certain or Possible Borrowings from 
Moliere" should convince one of Moliere's inevitable 
influence on Congreve. Dryden, Wycherley, Otway, Shad- 
well, and Ravenscroft have adaptations of Moliere as 
well as certain and possible borrowings from Moliere.* 
There are, of course, similarities between Moliere and 
Congreve which can easily be accounted for if Congreve 
were completely isolated from the influence of Moliere: 
both artists were heavily influenced by Latin comedy, 
wrote in the ironic phases of comedy, and reflected 
their contemporary societies, which were in many ways 
alike.
The most important difference between the comedy 
of Moliere and that of Congreve is that whereas Moliere's 
emphasizes character Congreve's emphasizes behavior.
This distinction in emphasis accounts for, at least in 
part, two other important differences between the
comedians' works. One of these concerns the use of 
language. Wilcox calls attention to the different ways 
in which Moliere and Congreve approached language in 
their comedies: "To Moliere, language was a means with
which to get things said; to Congreve and his innumer­
able British predecessors, the way things were said was 
one of the reasons for saying them.**-^ The language of 
Moliere's comedies seems elegantly simple and natural 
when compared to the more decorative language of Congreve. 
Finally, whether an artist's emphasis is on character 
or on behavior determines the nature of the satire he can 
exploit. If the stress is on behavior and the characters 
are mere types or allegorical symbols, then they can be 
as readily ridiculed as any particular vice or folly.
On the other hand, if character is stressed, ridicule is 
less generally available to the comedian; if he ridicules 
real persons, then he is himself vicious. Consequently, 
in Molilre's comedies of character,, although there is 
always occasional satire, there is more likely to be a 
serious commentary than a satire on the common objects 
of comic ridicule— avarice, misanthropy, hypocrisy, and 
tyranny. Congreve's comedies of behavior, however, allow 
satiric thrusts toward these same vices and their practi­
tioners, as well; these jabs may instruct or inform but




The following analyses of Fielding's first four 
comedies are designed primarily as a frame of reference 
for Chapter IV* The description of each play has been 
developed in conscious anticipation of the content of 
Chapter IV in order that the reader can easily place 
discussed characters, situations, incidents, or dia­
logues in proper contexts. These analyses alleviate 
the need for frequent repetition of vital contexts and 
relationships; more important than economy, these 
accounts offer an opportunity to convey the mood and 
spirit of the plays individually and collectively— the 
best argument for Fielding's indebtedness to Congreve.
Fielding became a practicing dramatist with the 
production of Love in Several Masques at Drury Lane, 
February 16, 1726. Several favorable factors seemed 
to insure the young dramatist's success. The play had 
the endorsement of Lady Mary Wortley Montagu. It was 
dedicated to her, and the dedication boasted of the 
play's being "twice honoured with your ladyship's 
presence."1 The play had also attracted a first-rate
^Unless otherwise noted, the text of Fielding used throughout this paper will be The Works of Henry Fielding. 
esq., ed. Leslie Stephen. 10 vols. (LoncTon: Smith,
TSTaer & Co., l6$2). Hereafter referred to as Works.
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cast: Wilks played Merital; Cibber, Rattle; and Mrs.
Oldfield, Lady Matchless. In spite of the play's 
advantages and the fact that it is not a bad play 
(compared to The Provoked Husband which preceded it at 
Drury Lane or even Congreve's The Old Batchelor which 
followed), it was published by John Watts after only 
four performances. Fielding left London immediately 
to attend the University at Leyden for about a year 
and a half.
The action of Love in Several Masques is moti­
vated by the conventional situation of two young lovers 
thwarted by obstacles to the declaration and consumma­
tion of their affections. Fielding has three such 
situations and three pairs of lovers. The male lovers, 
Merital, Malvil, and Wisemore, are introduced and given 
brief characterizations in the first two scenes of the 
play. Merital wishes to wed Helena but is prevented by 
her uncle, Sir Positive Trap. Sir Positive is a standard 
dramatic obstacle to young lovers, "an old precise knight, 
made up of avarice, folly, and an ill-bred surliness of 
temper" (I.i). Sir Positive has several objections to
2Mrs. Oldfield came to Fielding's play directly from the enormously successful The Provoked Husband.
The play was Vanbrugh's unfinished Journey “to London, completed and emended by Colley Cibber. It preceded 
Love in Several Masques at Drury Lane with twenty-eight 
consecutive performances.
the match between Merital and Helena. By Merital*s 
report, the objections are "My estate is too small, my 
father was no baronet, and I am— no fool" (I.i). On the 
other hand, there is no external obstacle to the match 
between the lovers Malvil and Vermilia. Rather the 
obstacle is Malvil*s propensity to a self-delusion which 
feeds and enflames his jealousy. Mrs. Catchit, maid to 
Vermilia, confides in a soliloquy, "He has promised me 
a diamond ring to discover his rival. Ay, but how shall 
I discover his rival, when he has none? Hum! suppose I 
make him one!" (Il.iii). The third union to be achieved 
in the course of the play is one between Wisemore and 
Lady Matchless. The obstacle to this match is an artifi­
cial one which has its roots in highly sophisticated 
social behavior. It is dimply a matter of Wisemore 
initiating the appropriate situation or set of circum­
stances which will precipitate a tasteful declaration 
of love from Lady Matchless. Lady Matchless confirms 
her love for Wisemore when she and Vermilia first appear, 
early in Act II, but the confirmation is withheld from 
Wisemore until late in Act V.
Fielding has less difficulty in making the three 
intrigues hang together than one might expect. Two 
things contribute to his ease in meshing the three 
plots. First, there is a fine balance between pairs
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of characters; one character can easily be seen as the 
opposite of another character, eliminating extensive 
characterization. Second, there is only one blocking 
character, Sir Positive Trap, and the emphasis of other 
obstacles falls on the protagonists. The first con­
trasts introduced in the play are Merital and Malvil. 
Merital is totally permissive and indulgent whereas 
Malvil is ever suspicious and doubting. Initially one 
thinks Merital is the hero of the play, especially 
when the censorious Wisemore is introduced.
In early appearances Wisemore seems to be what 
Northrop Frye calls the agroikos. a character who refuses 
festivity and condemns the behavior of an absurd society.^ 
His reply to Malvil and Merital in answer to questions 
of why he has come to London is "No wind propitious to 
my inclination, I assure ye gentlemen; I had taken leave 
of this place long ago, its vanities, hurries, and super­
ficial, empty, ill-digested pleasures (I.ii). This 
altered Wisemore is hardly recognizable to his old 
friends. His long diatribes on the follies of the town 
would seem to argue that he has become either a black 
misanthrope or the sort of fool Malvolio is in Twelfth 
Night, that is, were it not for the studied repetition
Anatomy of Criticism: Four Essays (New York
Atheneum, 1
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and phrasing of his sermons. Consider the following:
Look ye sirs, of all places in the world my spirit would never haunt this. London is to me 
what the country is to a gay, giddy girl pampered up with the love of admiration; or a young heir 
just leapt into his estate and chariot. It is a mistress, whose imperfections, I have discovered, 
and cast off. I know it; I have been a spectator 
of all its scenes. I have seen hypocrisy pass for religion, madness for wit, and riches for the 
whole train of virtues* Then I have seen folly beloved for its youth and beauty, and reverenced for its age. I have discovered knavery in more 
forms than ever Proteus had, and traced him 
through them all, till I have lodged him behind 
a counter, with the statuted bankruptcy in his 
hand, and a pair of gilded forms in his pocket.
(I.ii)
This is eloquent seriousness for a former beau and rake. 
Note the repetition of the phrases, "I have discovered," 
"I have been,** and "I have seen." No wonder Malvil and 
Merital respond with laughter. If one misses the pos­
turing on the part of Wisemore, one may not laugh and 
may see Wisemore as he is seen by the fops of the play, 
as a "queer bundle of rusticity" (Ill.viii).
Wisemore is not as Digeon maintains ̂  la campagne. 
simply a younger Sir Positive Trap.̂  Lady Matchless
^Aurdlien Digeon, The Novels of Fielding, p. 6, 
nl. Digeon calls Love in Several Masques wan intelli­
gent and witty application of Congreve's formula," which "frequently makes use of Molibre." Although few 
critics Would agree with Digeon that Wisemore is an English Alceste, few would deny the possible validity 
of his suggestion that Fielding owed a debt to the con­
clusion of Les Femmes Savantes for the artifice which 
brings about the denouement of Love in Several Masques.
tries to make this fact clear to other persons in the 
play: "Don't you know he has been formerly a beau?
And was, indeed, very well received in his time; till 
going down into the country, and shutting himself up in 
a study among a set of paper-philosophers, he, who went 
in a butterfly,. came out a book-worm" (IH.viii). Malvil 
also remarks that Wisemore has practiced those same 
vices he now vehemently condemns (I.ii). In Wisemore, 
Fielding has created a hero to please the man of senti­
ment, on the one hand, and the man of intellect on the 
other* To the man of sentiment Wisemore is the reformed 
rake who advocates the virtues of a rural life and con­
demns the vices of London life. To the man of intellect 
he has the good sense and wit of the fashionable beau.
Wisemore is not only a man of good sense and wit, 
but he also has a sort of wisdom which combines intel­
lect with faith. Malvil delivers a letter to Wisemore 
in which Lady Matchless reveals her intention of marry­
ing Lord Formal. For Wisemore the letter revives a 
spark of hope. He sees the letter for what it is, an 
invitation for him to offer his solicitations once more. 
Malvil sees only the letter's surface content and 
deprecates Wisemore's revived hopes with "Lovers must 
nurse up feeble, infant hopes" (V.ix). Merital's vision 
is also restricted to surface appearances. Wisemore
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muses, "If she [Lady Matchless] be not a woman of sense, 
1 have, Indeed built a castle in the air, which every 
breeze of perfumes can overturn"; Merital*s response is 
"Why, really, it seems to me very little else by what I 
know of her ladyship" (IV.ix) • Wisemore makes a futile 
attempt to explain to Merital the limitations of his 
vision, "You draw too direct inference from her conduct 
toward coxcombs. Depend on it, they are mirrors, in 
which you can hardly discover the mind of a woman of 
sense, because she seldom shows it them unmasqued" 
(IV.ix).
The leading lady of the play, Lady Matchless, is 
disappointing, perhaps because early descriptions 
depict her in too brilliant a light:
Merital. Did you not see the Lady Matchless last 
night? What ecstacies did she impart, even 
at a distance, to her beholders!
Malvil. A beautiful, rich, young widow, in a front box, makes as much noise as a blazing 
star in the sky, draws as many eyes on her, and is as much criticized on in the polited world as the other in the learned. With what 
envious fancies was she attacked by the whole circle of belles! And what amorous ones by the 
gentlemen proprietas of the toupet, snuff-box, 
and sword-knot!
Merital. Nor could all this devote her to the least pride or haughtiness, but she carried it with an air not conscious of the envy and 
adoration she contracted. That becoming modesty in her eyes! that lovely, easy, sweet­
ness in her smile! that gracefulness in her 
mien! that nobleness, without affectation, in
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her looks! in short, that one complete charm in her person*
(I.i)
What woman, not excepting even Congreve's Millamant, 
would not fail expectations after this description?
Lady Matchless is, however, very attractive and, at 
times, the equal to Millamant in wit. For example, 
she deftly inspires the marriage suits of Rattle, Sir 
Apish Simple, and Lord Formal. Then, just as deftly, 
she inspires the withdrawal of the suits in the scene 
where the suitors are confronted with the knowledge 
that Lady Matchless has lost her fortune.
Perhaps Helena also suffers from too elaborate a 
description in the opening scene of the play. Helena 
"is made up of natural spirit, wit, and fire; all these 
she has improved by an intimate conversation with plays, 
poems, romances, and such gay studies, by which she has 
acquired a perfect knowledge of the polite world with­
out ever seeing it, and turned the confinement of her 
person into the enlargment of her mind" (I.i). Helena 
amply demonstrates her wit and fire in battles of wit 
against Lady Trap and Sir Positive Trap, and her natural 
spirit in the elopement with Merital. The third lady, 
Vermilia, is a refreshing surprise because we get 
absolutely no early description of her. She turns out 
to be warm and witty, gaining the audience's sympathy
54
because she is the victim of Malvil*s self-delusions.
The dialogue which follows is initiated by Malvil*s 
plea that Vermilia forgive his self-delusions "since 
excess of love caused the offence• "
Vermilia* Well, to avoid so much importunity,and to show you the power of a prevalent exam­
ple— In hopes of future amendment, Mr. Malvil, here— take my hand.
Malvil. 0 my fairest, softest! I have no words 
to express my gratitude, or my love.
Vermilia. Pray let them both be understood then; 
for we have had so many raptures already, they 
must be but a dull repetition. (V.xiii)
The other female in the play is Mrs. Catchit, Fielding’s 
first of several charming, conniving maids.
The other characters in the play, Sir Positive 
Trap, Lord Formal, Rattle, and Sir Apish Simple* are 
either humours or types. The distinction between 
humours and types is one of motives rather than behav­
ior. It is the distinction Congreve makes between humour 
and habit in his "Concerning Humour in Comedy." Humour 
is considered the basic nature of a man which distin­
guishes him from all other men, "A singular and unavoid­
able manner of doing, or saying anything, Peculiar and 
Natural to one man only; by which his Speech and Actions 
are distinguished from those of other Men." Because
'’Congreve, Works, ed. Montague Summers (New York: 
Russell & Russell, 1$24, 1964), III, 165.
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humour has its roots so deeply imbedded in man's basic 
nature, "he will find it a Difficulty, to part with
his Humour, and there is nothing more provoking than the£being made sensible of that difficulty.” Humour, then, 
is not to be put off, put on, or in any way altered. It 
is b o m  with one and of a natural growth. There are, 
however, occasions when a humour is acquired, "by some 
accidental change in the Constitution, or revolution of 
the Internal Habit of Body; by which it becomes . • • 
Naturalized.”7 Such a change apparently accounts for 
the humour of Politic in Fielding's Rape Upon Rape. 
Worthy recounts the development of Politic's humour:
”1 recollect the dawnings of this political humour to 
have appeared when we were at the Bath together; but 
it has risen finely in these ten years. What an enthu­
siasm must it have arrived to, when it could make him 
forget the loss of his only daughter!” (RUR, Il.xii). 
Worthy goes on to relate humour to a sort of dress or 
wild unruly passion. Don Quixote, the covetous, the 




The type, on the other hand, is more likely to be 
related to a certain class or profession than any parti­
cular character quality. Type characters Congreve would 
refer to as habits. Whereas humour shows us as we are, 
habit "shews us, as we appear, under a forcible Impres- 
sion." Congreve cites illustrations of the habit as
follow; "The Character of Cob in Every Man in his
Humour, and most of the under characters in Bartholomew- 
Fair. discover only a Singularity of Manners, appropri­
ated to the several Educations and Professions of the
persons represented. They are not Humours but Habits
ocontracted by Custom."^
The surest way to distinguish the humours from the 
types is by noting explicit or implicit attitudes toward 
characters held by their creators. Since humours are 
incorrigible and types are not, distinctions might be 
made by observing which character the author would seem
to be correcting. This approach will not always work,
however. In Rape Upon Rape, several characters suffer 
in different degrees from gluttony. Gluttony toward 
money and politics is ridiculed whereas gluttony toward 




characters were apparently initially conceived as 
humours or incorrigibles.
Sir Positive Trap in Love in Several Masques has 
"an odd fantastic pride built on the antiquity of his 
family" (I.i), a wild, unruly passion which motivates 
almost everything he says or does* A man of his lineage 
will not be intimidated by the presence of a Lord Formal:
Sir Positive Trap* He is a lord then! and what of that? An old English baronet is above a 
lord* A title of yesterday! an innovation! who were lords, I wonder in the time of Sir Julius Caesar? And it is plain he was a 
baronet, by his being called by his Chris­tian name*
Vermilia. Christian name! I apprehend, sir, that Caesar lived before the time of Chris­
tianity.
Sir Positive Trap. And what then madam? he might 
be a baronet, without being a Christian, I hope!
(Ill.vii)
Occasionally there is a sort of paradox in Sir Positive*s 
character when he serves as representative of mercantile 
materialism on the one hand and pride in antiquity on the 
other.
Lord Formal, Rattle, and Sir Apish Simple are pre­
tenders to fashion, types closely related to the Restora­
tion fop. Lord Formal is a particularly fine example of 
the pretender to fashion and love-making. He would have 
kept up with the fashionable passion for reading, but
"Reading, sir, is the worst thing in the world for the 
eyes; I once gave in to it, and had in a very few months 
gone through almost a dozen pages of Cassandra* But I 
found it vastly impaired the lustre of my eyes* I had, 
sir, in that short time, perfectly lost the direct 
ogle" (I.v). Lord Formal really has little of the 
quality about him except a pretense to the title, and 
even that is not yet secure* When Lord Formal realizes 
he has been duped into withdrawing his suit for Lady 
Matchless* hand, Merital reflects, "As for his lord­
ship, the lady may be a widow again before he gets his 
title" (V.xiii). Rattle pretends to be the lover of 
women of quality; Malvil agrees that they are "of very 
high rank, if their quality be as high as their lddgings 
are" (I.iv)* Sir Apish Simple is less interesting than 
either of the other pretenders, a simple fool with a real 
pedigree and affected good taste:
Sir Apish Simple* He, he, he! the ladies tell me I refine upon them* I think I have studied 
dress long enough to know a little, and I have the good fortune to have every suit liked bet­
ter than the former.
Merital. Why, indeed I have remarked that, asyour dull pretenders to wisdom grow wiser with their years, so your men of gaity, the older 
they grow the finer they grow. (IV.x)
Several minor themes which are conventional to 
dramatic comedy run through Love in Several Masques:
love versus friendship, the country versus the tovmy and 
man's avaricious nature* The main theme, however, is 
that man suffers from delusion* The delusions of one 
member of each pair of lovers prevent happiness for both 
lovers* In each case the delusion is the result of a 
breakdown in faith or trust* The self-delusion of Malvil 
has already been mentioned. Helena suffers delusion when 
she witnesses an assignation arranged by Lady Trap which 
Merital was deceived into thinking would be between him 
and Helena. Because of the darkness Helena misconstrues 
what she has seen and heard. Even Lady Matchless is 
initially deluded, frantically fleeing that which she 
most desires. She confides to Vermilia that she has 
come to London to escape her lover in an atmosphere 
which discourages the inclinations toward love. Wisemore 
alone never suffers delusion, and his clear vision is 
attended by a faithdn the good sense of Lady Matchless.
Fielding's second dramatic comedy, The Temple 
Beau, was produced at Goodman's Fields on January 26, 
1730. Soon after his return from Leyden he submitted 
Don Quixote in England to Cibber and Booth, managers at 
Drury Lane* They rejected the play as immature and 
unsuitable for their theatre. Cross suggests that they 
probably turned down The Temple Beau as well. Fielding 
turned to the new theatre at Goodman's Fields where the
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play enjoyed a moderate success. It was performed 
"almost continuously for nine nights, and was twice 
revived in February *at the desire of several persons of 
quality,• to say nothing of sporadic performances 
extending into June."10
Four different plots are meshed in The Temple Beau. 
The resulting complexity and confusion will no doubt be 
reflected in this attempt to recount the plots. What 
unity there is is achieved through the central charac­
ter, Bellaria, around whom each separate plot revolves. 
Bellaria is an attractive, warm, sensible young lady, 
but, more important to many characters in the play, she 
also has a fortune of twenty thousand pounds. Sir 
Avarice Pedant is determined to marry his Young Pedant 
to this fortune. On the other hand, Sir Harry Wilding 
has negotiated a marriage contract with Bellaria's 
Uncle George Pedant, securing the fortune for his eldest 
son, Wilding, the Temple Beau. At the same time Valentine 
and his friend, Veromil, are genuinely in love with 
Bellaria. When the play opens, Bellaria has been stay­
ing with her cousin, Clarissa, to whom Valentine was 
betrothed at the time Bellaria arrived in London. In 
Act I, scene v, Valentine and Veromil meet by accident.
10Cross, I, 76.
61
Veromil explains to Valentine that he has fallen in love 
with a woman in Paris. Having since lost contact with 
her, his letter unanswered, he plans a return to Dover 
the next day to search for her. Unknown to Valentine 
and the audience, this woman is Bellaria.
Bellaria is involved in some sort of relationship 
with every character in The Temple Beau except Pincet, 
the servant to Wilding. In addition to the characters 
already mentioned, there are Lady Lucy Pedant and Lady 
Gravely, Bellaria*s maternal guardians. Lady Lucy 
Pedant is a coquette; Lady Gravely, her sister-in-law, 
is a thorough-going prude who has "lived reputably with 
two husbands" (Il.xiii) but is now a widow. Lady Lucy 
and Lady Gravely contribute little to plot development, 
but they do exhibit extremes to which the moderation of 
Bellaria may be compared favorably.
The play moves toward unions of Veromil with 
Bellaria and Valentine with Clarissa. Sir Avarice 
Pedant and Sir Harry Wilding are classical blocking 
characters, old and avaricious. Both are obstacles to 
the union of Veromil with Bellaria because they are 
promoting marriages between Bellaria and their sons.
The obstacle to the union between Valentine and Clarissa 
is more complex and less tangible than Sir Avarice 
Pedant or Sir Harry Wilding. Initially, it is
Valentine's passion for Bellaria which stands in the 
way* After Valentine has subdued his passion for 
Bellaria (because of his friendship with Veromil), 
Clarissa's unwillingness to play second fiddle is the 
obstacle*
In addition to the action which revolves about 
Bellaria, there are two other threads of interest, 
which account for the play's title. Wilding is not the 
serious student at law that Sir Harry Wilding thinks he 
is* Instead he is a rake conducting simultaneous 
intrigues with Lady Lucy and Lady Gravely. It is amusing 
to see Lady Lucy, in false security of Lady Gravely's 
prudery, encourage Wilding's attentions to Lady Gravely. 
The other action is also centered about Wilding. Sir 
Harry has gone to Wilding's rooms, and discovering the 
fact that his son has been duping him, he angrily tears 
the place to shambles. Wilding dupes him indeed when 
he convinces Sir Harry that the apartment he entered 
belonged to another. Sir Harry avoids prosecution by 
paying off the lawyer who represents the owner of the 
apartment, Wilding himself, of course.
Such a summary probably does little more than sug­
gest that The Temple Beau is a confused comedy lacking 
any unity except the central figure, Bellaria. The 
play is really better than this account implies,
however. Winfield H. Rogers has made a suggestion as to 
where one might find other unity in The Temple Beau. He 
calls the play Fielding's "initial endeavor to find and 
to use a symbol which has the power to express his atti- 
tude toward life." The symbol is the pedant or pedan­
try reflected by the main coterie of characters in the 
comedy. Rogers suggests the possibility that Fielding 
was indebted to Spectator. 105, for the pedant symbol.
Mr. Spectator's definition is "In short, a meer Courtier,
a meer Soldier, a meer Scholar, a meer anything, is an
12insipid pedantick character, and equally ridiculous."
Rogers associates the pedant symbol with the humour
character: "To Fielding Addison's symbol must have
seemed a unique formulation of the ideal which the age
13expressed in-a negative way by the ruling passion."  ̂
Actually, Addison's symbol appears more closely related 
to the type or habit character than to the humour charac­
ter. Congreve had earlier used "pedantick" in the same 
sense as Addison. In The Wav of the World Millamant 
warns MirabeUagainst behaving with the "Pedantick 
arrogance of a husband" (IV.i).
llwThe Significance of Fielding's The Temple Beau," 
PMLA. 55 (I960), 440.
12lbid.. 441.
13Ibid., 443, 444.
Rogers called The Temple Beau an early Instance 
of Fielding's concern with balance in character; "in 
the pedant and pedantry idea, as extended by Addison, 
Fielding found his ideal of the balanced individual, 
an ideal which he made an important component of his 
philosophy as he ultimately formulated it in The Co vent 
Garden Journal in the essay on "Good-Breeding,
Fielding emphasized balance in this play by placing 
Bellaria between contrasting unbalanced characters with 
whom she is compared. Here as later Fielding also uses 
the contrasting characters as a satiric technique which 
usually provokes laughter instead of offering instruc­
tion or correction,
Bellaria is the ideal against which other charac­
ters in the comedy are judged and evaluated. That 
Bellaria is the ideal is made clear in Act II, scene
vii. Here we see her arguing for a mean between the
extremes of Lady Gravely and Lady Lucy! "I find, 
aunts, it's impossible to please you both, and I'm 
afraid it will be difficult to please either; for indeed, 
Lady Gravely, I shall never come up to your gravity; nor,
I believe, Lady Lucy, to your gaiety." Lady Lucy pre­
dicts an alteration in Bellaria's opinions when she has
1/fIbid.. 444.
hadthe liberty to attend plays and assemblies; Lady 
Gravely predicts an alteration when Bellaria has been 
sent to church. Bellaria's response is "I dare venture 
to both— I shall never reach that sublime way of think­
ing, which imputed dullness to that, or levity to this. 
And if you give me leave to be free, I think Lady Gravely 
may go more to the one, and Lady Lucy ought to go more 
to the other" (Il.vii). Lady Lucy and Lady Gravely turn 
out to be the opposite of what they appear. Lady Lucy 
affects liberality in love but is chided by Wilding for 
withholding her favors. Lady Gravely, on the other 
hand, finally yields to Wilding's repeated propositions, 
"Though I would not now— yet— if I did— my reputation 
would suffer in so small a degree— now-days scarce at 
all— And if you were secret— " (IV.ii). Only Sir Harry 
Wilding's sudden appearance prevents Lady Gravely's sub­
mission.
Another contrast is developed in the characteriza­
tions of Young Pedant and Sir Avarice Pedant. Sir 
Avarice Pedant is ridiculed for his interest in "that 
useful part of learning, the art of getting money" (I. 
iii); Young Pedant is satirized no less for having 
"read all that has been written on that subject [logic] 
from the time of Aristotle, to that great and learned 
modem, Burgerdicius; truly, almost a cart-load of
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books" (I.iii). Ironically, Young Pedant does condes­
cend to agree to marry when his father threatens to 
disinherit him.
The remaining characters in The Temple Beau. Sir 
Harry Wilding, Valentine, Veromil, Pincet, and Clarissa, 
are only bare sketches; several are types. Sir Harry 
is a country squire, Wilding a rake, Valentine an incon­
stant lover, and Pincet a clever servant. Clarissa is 
so briefly portrayed that she makes no impression at 
all. Veromil is the nominal hero of the play. He is 
a serious-minded lover who sometimes is reminiscent of 
Wisemore in Love in Several Masques.
Perverted law, superficial learning, prudery, 
coquetry, and hypocrisy are ridiculed in The Temple 
Beau. Once more, as in Love in Several Masques, 
materialism, especially when associated with love, is 
denounced. Lady Gravely questions Bellaria*s principles 
in an attempt to break off the proposed marriage between 
Wilding and Bellaria; however, Sir Harry dismisses the 
charge, "I ask your pardon, madam, she has twenty 
thousand pounds— very good principles, I think" (IV.iii).
Friendship versus love is a theme in The Temple 
Beau: both are victors in this conflict. In Love in 
Several Masques the conflict was the result of Malvil*s 
delusions that Merital was interested in Vermilia and
she in him* In The Temple Beau the conflict is real; 
Valentine's affection for Bellaria, although not 
reciprocated, is very passionate. The conflict is 
resolved for Valentine when he subdues his passion for 
Bellaria in the interest of his friendship with Veromil* 
For Veromil, however, the conflict is resolved when he 
temporarily abdicates his friendship with Valentine in 
the interest of his love for Bellaria. Growing out of 
this resolution is another theme which becomes a common
one to Fielding's dramatic comedy. It is the subjuga­
tion and double standard forced on women. Veromil has 
argued that he should accept Valentine's testimony (that 
his love for Bellaria has been returned) over Bellaria's 
own testimony. Bellaria responds,
Still maintain the unjust superiority,— allow no 
virtue no. merit to us; make us as you do your
slaves. Inconstancy, which damns a woman, is nocrime in man. The practised libertine who seduces 
poor, unskilful, thoughtless virgins is applauded, 
while they must suffer endless infamy and shame.Well have ye revenged the sin of Eve upon us; for 
man has since supplied the serpent's place, and scandalously lurks to cause our ruin.
(Ill.xii)
The Temple Beau is Fielding's most successful 
attempt at satire in the early comedies. Measured 
against the ideal Bellaria, the avaricious Sir Avarice, 
the pedantic Young Pedant, and the affected Ladies Lucy 
and Gravely are ridiculed as contemptuous and deplorable. 
This is the play in which Fielding is closest to
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Plautus, Jonson and other traditional satiric drama- 
tists.
Rape Upon Rape was produced in the Little Haymarket 
Theatre Tuesday, June 23, 1730. It ran for seven con­
secutive performances. On November 30, 1730, it was 
produced as The Coffee-House Politician "with an entire 
new act" in the same theatre. The play was again pro­
duced on December 4, 5, 7, and 17 of the same year at 
Lincoln's Inn Fields. In his own trial for rape, Ramble 
complains to Justice Squeezum, "Hark 'ee justice; I take 
a sermon to be the first punishment a man undergoes 
after conviction. It is very hard I must be condemned 
to it beforehand" (Il.vii). The audience of Rape Upon 
Rape is treated to a comedy in the guise of a sermon.
The sermon is a satire ridiculing gluttonous appetites 
for sex, wine, politics, and money. As the central 
group of pedants in The Temple Beau is distinguished 
by extreme codes of behavior, the central group of 
characters in Rape Upon Rape is distinguished by appe­
tites.
The action of Rape Upon Rape is initiated when 
Ramble attempts to seduce Hilaret, Politic's daughter, 
whom he has mistaken for a whore or prostitute.
Hilaret cries out and the constable seizes her and 
Ramble and delivers them to Justice of the Peace
Squeezum. Most of the action of the play is centered 
upon Justice Squeezum's house, where rape upon rape is 
falsely sworn, attempted, and committed.
Although Hilaret and Constant (also the victim of 
a falsely sworn rape) are the nominal heroine and hero 
of the play, the main interest falls on the group of 
men laboring tinder deliriums which are evidenced through 
displays of gluttony. Worthy, the good-natured and 
honorable justice (Justice Squeezum's opposite), offers 
the following description of the delirium as seen in 
Politic:
The greatest part of mankind labour under one delirium or others and Don Quixote differed from 
the rest not in madness, but in the species of it. 
The covetous, the superstitious, the libertine, and the coffee-house politician are all Quixotes 
in their several ways.
That man alone from madness free we find,
. Who, by no wild unruly passion blind,To reason gives the conduct of his mind.(Il.xii)
The wild unruly passions in this comedy are associ­
ated with insatiable appetites. Central to the group 
suffering from delirium are Justice and Mrs. Squeezum.
He is a glutton for gold, and he serves his appetite 
by perverting justice. Justice Worthy explains that 
England's laws might be as well enforced as those in 
other countries, but "golden sands too often clog the 
wheels of justice and obstruct her course; the very
riches which were the greatest evidence of his villainy, 
have too often declared the guilty innocent; and gold 
hath been found to.cut a halter surer than the sharpest 
steel” (V.v). Mrs. Squeezum's gluttony is for sex, and 
her contrivances to satisfy her appetite are as elabor­
ate as, and sometimes better executed than, those of 
Justice Squeezum. Common objects of her passion are 
prisoners of Justice Squeezum. She would have had 
Ramble had not that drunken rascal Sotmore interrupted. 
The Justice also has Mrs. Squeezum's passion for illicit 
sex, and in his attempt to seduce Hilaret, he is caught 
and exposed as the glutton he is. A guest at the 
Squeezums', male or female, can be sure of a double 
squeeze, a squeeze for money and a squeeze for physical 
love.
Sotmore and Ramble are almost mere symbols of 
insatiable appetites for wine and women. In spite of 
Sotmore's appetite, the play validates Ramble's state­
ment, "Notwithstanding this humour, the world hath not 
an honester man" (V.xi). Sotmore's advocacy of wine 
and condemnation of sobriety are argued frequently:
"I never knew a sober fellow but was an ass— and your 
ass is the soberest of all animals. Your sober philoso­
phers and their works have been buried long ago" (III. 
xiii). Contrasted to Sotmore®s gluttony for wine is an
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intense aversion for women. Hilaret is the first admir­
able woman he has known; he admires her mainly because 
she does not hesitate to pass the bottle with the boys.
Ramble makes no distinctions between women; all are 
equally desirable. Sotmore attests, "Ay, every woman he 
sees, they are all alike to him, modest or immodest, high 
or low, from the garret to the cellar, St. James* to the 
stews; find him but a woman, and he'll make an angel of 
her.— He hath the same taste for women as a child for 
pictures, or a hungry glutton for an entertainment; 
every piece is a Venus, and every dish an ortolan" 
(Ill.xiii). Ramble's appetite is a perversion of 
natural sexual instincts because he has no taste; his 
inability to make distinctions is illustrated by his 
mistaking the genteel Hilaret for a prostitute.
Politic is less central to Rape Upon Rape than
15the other gluttonous characters. It is likely that 
before the comedy was performed on November 30, 1730, 
with the title, The Coffee-House Politician, and a new 
act, something was introduced to give Politic added 
emphasis. Such an addition could have been omitted for 
the publication of the play. Fielding's attitude toward 
Politic is different from his attitude toward the other
■^Ben Jonson used this same character with the 
same name in Volpone.
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members of the mad group. There is a mixture of satiric 
and comic laughter directed toward them; the ridicule 
of Politic is consistently harshly satiric. Justice 
Worthy is astounded at his neglect of his daughter:
"Sure, sir, you are asleep, or in a dream" (II.xi).
Politic's servant, Faithful, is outraged that Politic 
shows more concern for the latest political rumors than 
for the missing Hilaret: "And can you sit here, sir,
reading a parcel of damned, confounded, lying nonsense, 
and not go to your daughter's assistance?" (V.iv).
Oddly enough, the good characters clearly suffer 
from delirium, a sort of excess of good nature. Con­
stant and Worthy are thus fortunately victims of delir­
ium. Constant is the opposite to Ramble, almost the 
allegorical representation of constancy. He is charged 
with rape while he is attempting to deliver an unknown 
woman from her would-be ravisher. His predicament leads 
him to question his own good nature. He muses in a solil­
oquy,
I begin to be of that philosopher's opinion, who 
said, that whoever will entirely consult his own happiness must be little concerned about the hap­
piness of others. Good nature is Quixotism, and every Princess Micomicona will lead her deliverer into a cage. What had I to do to interpose? What harm did the misfortune of an unknown woman bring 
me, that I should hazard my own happiness and reputation on her account?— But sure, to swear a 
rape against me for having rescued her from a ravisher is an unparalleled piece of ingratitude.(Ill.ii)
This is really a glowing defense of excessive good 
nature. Because Justice Worthy is a victim of the same 
excess, he is initially deceived by Justice Squeezum; he 
says to Squeezum, "why, your very face would acquit you—  
You have innocence in your looks, brother Squeezum" (V. 
vi). He listens with remarkable patience to testimonies 
of Mr. Brazencourt and Captain Fireball, who are obvious 
perjurers. Brazencourt testifies to having kept Hilaret 
as his whore until she stole four shirts, two pairs of 
stockings, and his Common Prayer Book. Justice Worthy 
asks if Captain Fireball too has lost anything by 
Hilaret; the Captain replies, "No, but I got something 
by her, which made my surgeon get something by me— I 
love to express myself in modest terms, but I believe 
you all know what I mean" (V.vii) .
Of the other characters in the comedy, Hilaret is 
the only one who merits additional attention. She dis­
plays the wit and independence characteristic of many 
early females of Fielding. In her first private inter­
view with Justice Squeezum, she resolves to "humour this 
old villain" (II.v). She offers the prologue to a mar­
velous account of her initial seduction, an account titil­
lating to the justice and the reader as well. Hilaret 
and her fifteen sisters, daughters of a country parson 
and now "all in the same way of business," had been
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ruined when a man of war harbored near her home. The
sisters fell to the officers of the ship and Hilaret to
the ship’s chaplain. At this point the story is broken
off by the interruption of Mrs. Squeezum. It is taken
up once more in Act IV, scene vi, when Justice Squeezum
and Hilaret are sitting at a table in a tavern.
Hilaret*s seduction is the direct result of meetings at
church and declarations of love through letters. It
was on a Sunday morning of
an exceeding hot day. . . .  I was fatigued with walking in the garden, and retired to an arbour to 
repose myself: guess what was my surprise when I
found the dear perfidious had conveyed himself thither before me. • • • At my first entrance he pretended a surprise at seeing me unexpectedly; 
but on my questioning him how and with what design 
he had conveyed himself there, he immediately 
threw off the cloak and confessed all: he flewat me, caught me in his arms with the most eager 
raptures, and swore the most violent love and eternal constancy. I in the greatest agony of rage 
repelled him with my utmost force; he redoubled his attacks, I slackened my resistance; he entreated, 
I raved; he sighed, I cried; he pressed, I swooned;
Poor Squeezum is beside himself in passion for Hilaret: 
"Oh!— I can bear no longer, my angel! ray paradise! my 
honeysuckle! my dove! my darling! . . .  I mean to eat 
you up, to swallow you down, to squeeze you to pieces" 
(IV.vi).
The main emphasis in this comedy is on the satire 
of gluttony— sexual, alcoholic, political, material.
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There is also satire on the perversion of law enforce­
ment and Squeezum is symbolic of this perversion of law 
and justice. It is clearly Fielding’s as well as Worthy’s 
regret "that we, who boast as wholesome laws as any king­
dom upon earth, should by the roguery of some of their 
executors, lose all their benefit. I long to see the 
time when here, as in Holland, the traveller may walk 
unmolested, and carry his riches openly with him” (V.v). 
However, in this play it seems that Squeezum and Worthy 
are more important as members of that large circle of men 
who suffer under a "delirium" than as good and bad 
representatives of justice.
Most of Fielding’s fourth comedy, The Wedding-Day, 
was written in 1730 > not long after The Temple Beau or 
Rape Upon Rape. It was first performed, however, in 
February 1743 at Drury Lane. Fielding was motivated to
venture again upon the stage by Garrick, who told him
16"he was desirous of appearing in a new part." Fielding 
remembered that he was not interested at first but did 
speak to the manager of Drury Lane, Mr. Fleetwood, the 
next morning. At the same time Fielding gave Fleetwood 
The Good-Natured Man (The Fathers) to be written into 
parts. Reflecting on the fact that The Good-Natured
^"Preface to The Miscellanies and Poems." Works.
VII, 317.
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Man offered little occasion for a display of Garrick*s
talents, Fielding substituted in its place The Wedding-
Day. Apparently Fielding felt that The Good-Natured
Man was the better of the two plays, for he resolved,
•'rather to let it [The Wedding-Day1 take its chance,
imperfect as it was, than to sacrifice a more favourite,
and, in the opinion of others, a much more valuable
performance, and which could have had very little assis-
17tance from him [Garrick]."
The Wedding-Dav was the least successful of the
early comedies. Although Cross argues that "its fate
idwas hardly deserved," The Wedding-Day ran for only 
six nights and Fielding received "not 50 lbs. from the 
house for it." The failure was so miserable that, by 
Fielding's own account, "on the sixth night there were 
not above five ladies present in the boxes." Fielding 
attributed the failure "to a general rumour spread of 
its indecency; which originally arose, I believe, from 
objections of the licenser." However, in the same 
place Fielding admits to some personal responsibility 
for the failure; the play was performed "faulty as it 




unhappy situation was caused by the serious illness of 
Charlotte Cradock, who died the next year. Reflecting 
on this situation, Fielding said, "To this accident 
alone, I have the vanity to apprehend, the play owes 
most of the glaring faults with which it appeared.
The Wedding-Day is the working out of the standard 
formula for dramatic comedy. A rich old man is the 
obstacle to young lovers, in this case two pairs of 
young lovers. Old Mr. Stedfast has married Clarinda, 
the cast-off mistress of Millamour. To Stedfast*s 
daughter, Charlotte, Clarinda confesses her regret at 
having married him: "Think, my Charlotte, think but of
the danger I was in, against the daily solicitations of 
a man who had so great a friend within my breast. My 
little fortune spent. A friendless, helpless orphan.
The very man I loved, with whom I must at least have 
shared poverty, refusing to make me the honourable 
partner of his bed! What would Charlotte then have 
done? Would you have then refused a rich, an honourable 
lover?" (V.v). Charlotte can only be sure that she 
would not have taken an old fellow. As the play opens 
Millamour is being solicited by Mrs. Useful and Mrs. 
Plotwell, confidants of Clarinda and Lucina, respectively.
■^"Preface to The Miscellanies." 319.
He turns the panders out with cool efficiency, sending 
Clarinda Lucina's letter and Lucina Clarinda*s. Just 
as one is convinced that Millamour is another Dorimant, 
he confesses his love for Clarinda in a soliloquy:
“But, though I have disguised my uneasiness before this 
woman, Clarinda lies deeper in my heart than I could 
wish. There is something in that dear name gives me a 
sensation quite different from that of any other woman. 
The thought of seeing her another’s stings me to the 
very soul** (I.v).
The other lovers are Heartfort and Charlotte. 
Stedfast has resolved that Charlotte will marry a rake; 
Heartfort explains the resolution to his friend Milla­
mour, "In short, sir, he hath laid it down as a maxim 
that all men are wild at one period or another; so he 
resolved never to marry his daughter but to one who 
hath already passed that period. At last, the young 
lady's good stars, and his great wisdom, have led him 
to the choice of Mr. Mutable" (I.vi). Heartfort is 
incorrigibly serious and sentimental. He delivers 
Millamour a long sermon on the evils of cuckoldry. 
Though he too has sinned, he has done so with as little 
mischief to others as possible and has "never seduced 
a young woman to her own ruin, nor a married one to 
the misery of her husband" (V.iii). Heartfort's
point is that Millamour must leave off any affections 
for the married Clarinda and see her no more. When 
Millamour has fallen before the solicitations of Mrs. 
Useful and appointed an assignation with Clarinda, 
Heartfort begins to chide Millamour but suddenly realizes 
that he is himself a slave to his passion for Charlotte: 
"Had reason the dominion, I should have long since 
expelled the little tyrant, who hath made such ravage 
there [his breast]. Of what use is reason then? Why, 
of the use that a window is to a man in a prison, to 
let him see the horrors he is confined in; but lends 
him no assistance in his escape" (V.iv).
Charlotte is another of Fielding*s independent, 
witty, modern women. She refuses Heartfort's proposals 
but not because she has any interest in Young Mutable 
or, as she claims, because she feels obliged to obey 
her father. Rather, she is repulsed by Heartfort 
because she has become enamored of Millamour. Charlotte 
is the only character in the play who is a match for 
and even a challenge to Millamour. In Act III, scene 
viii, Charlotte misinterprets Millamour*s propositions 
as proposals. Unmasking she cries, "Send for a parson, 
and you know what follows— ." Millamour hesitates and 
is surely in the act of persuading himself to accept 
Charlotte when the two are interrupted by Brazen,
do
servant to Millamour* Millamour's dialogue with himself
runs, "Upon my soul she is a fine woman; but can I
think of wronging my friend [Heartfort]? The devil
take me if she is not exquisitely handsome; but he is
my friend— But she hath twenty thousand pounds— But I
musb be a rascal to think of her*" After Charlotte has
witnessed Millamour deceiving Mr. Stedfast in the dis-
20guise of a doctor, she draws comparisons between 
Millamour the lover and Millamour the doctor: "I
fancy, doctor, you are as great a quack in love as you 
are in physic, and apt in both to boast more power than 
you have* Ah! if I thought it worth my while, I would 
play such pranks with your wild worship” (IV.v)* After 
she has accepted sober Heartfort, she quickly reminds 
him, "Sir, I would obey my father; but I hope you will 
never expect me to obey my husband" (V.xii).
In Mr. Stedfast and Mr* Mutable, Fielding has once 
more created a pair of polar opposites and placed them 
in close proximity for observation. Stedfast cannot be 
altered or swayed from any resolution: Charlotte will
marry a rake and on the same day as Stedfast marries; 
if the livery is only halfway completed, it will still 
be worn incomplete on the day Stedfast has resolved; since
20Cross (I, 374) thought this was the scene to which the licenser and later the public objected.
Stedfast has resolved never to deal with anyone about 
law except Squeezepurse, his servant, Prig, will not do. 
Mr. Mutable, on the other hand, is swayed by any argu­
ment at all. Part of Millamour's plan to save Charlotte 
for Heartfort involves deceiving Mr. Mutable into think­
ing that he is a lord and that he has given Young Jacky 
Mutable leave to propose marriage to her. When Mutable 
tries to explain to Stedfast why Young Mutable cannot 
marry Charlotte, he is reminded that he knows nothing 
of the lord's pedigree and can almost be assured there 
is no very great fortune accompanying the title. Mutable 
leaves immediately to break off the other marriage and 
is, of course, convinced once more by Millamour and 
Jacky to put off Stedfast.
Young Mutable is even more impressed with the 
nobility than is his father. Young Mutable's character 
is an object of ridicule, but so is the quality held 
in such high esteem by this fool. Young Mutable is for­
ever assigning titles to the company he keeps, My Lord,
My Duke, the Lady, the Duchess.
By the end of the play Fielding has created a set 
of complications which seems impossible to unravel.
Much of the humor of the play is created through Field­
ing' s repeated use of the deus ex machina. Lucina, 
Millamour's cast-off mistress, sends her companion,
Mrs. Plotwell, to inform Mr. Stedfast that Millamour 
has seduced his wife and plans to seduce his daughter, 
as well. Mrs. Plotwell recognizes Stedfast as her long- 
lost lover, who would have married her had he not made 
a resolution that he would marry her only if she changed 
her religion. Clarinda is the child of Stedfast and 
Cleomela Plotwell. Mr. Mutable observes all these 
recognitions and withdraws his Jacky from the treaty 
for marriage with Charlotte. Stedfast thrusts her on 
Heartfort, and, turning to Millamour, says, "Ay, sir, 
you shall have her before you ask. There she is, she 
hath given you her inclinations, and so I give you the 
rest of her. Heaven be praised I am rid of them both. 
Stay, here is another woman still. Will nobody have 
her? and clear my house of them? for it is impossible 
for a man to keep his resolutions while he hath one 
woman in it" (V.xii). Fielding’s use of deus ex 
machina to unravel the complications of his plot is 
not less incongrous than the moral conclusion to the 
comedy spoken by Millamour;
From my example let all rakes be taughtTo shun loose pleasure's sweet but poisonous draught.
Vice like a ready harlot still allures;
Virtue gives slow, but what she gives secures.(V.xii)
In case some viewers take the moral too seriously, 
there is the "Epilogue" spoken by Charlotte in which
she offers her own analysis of the plays
I think without much flattery I may say 
There’s strict poetic justice through this play. 
You heard the fool despised, the bawd's just 
sentence;
Heartfort’s reward, and Millamour's repentance: And such repentance must forgiveness carry,
Sure there's contrition with it when we marry.
CHAPTER IV
THE INFLUENCE OF CONGREVE 
Although many critics have acknowledged Congreve's 
influence on Fielding, none has made an attempt to ana­
lyze the nature and degree of that influence. Arthur 
Murphy's study was restricted to unfortunate effects 
of Congreve's influence. Murphy argued that Congreve's 
influence could be noted in Fielding's design and 
language, in both cases the influence being deemed 
unfortunate. From Congreve, Fielding had learned to 
emphasize the harsh features, the deformities of human 
nature, and to be too severely satiric: "by making
Congreve his model, it is no wonder that our author 
contracted this vicious turn and became faulty in that 
part of his art which painters would call design."1 
Condemnation of Fielding's satiric drama should be 
expected from a man who reflected an age which "pre­
ferred Horace to Juvenal, Menander to Aristophanes, 
Terence to Plautus, and, as the eighteenth century 
moved along, Shakespeare to Jonson, Addison to Swift,
The Lives of Henry Fielding and Samuel Johnson Together With Essays ffrom~wTlie Gray*s-Inn Journal1* 
(Gainesville, Fla.: Scholars* facsimiles & Reprints,
1968), p. 248. Murphy's biography of Fielding was 




oFarquhar to Congreve." Murphy*s age came to delight 
in genial humor and to detest the malevolent laughter 
inspired by comic satire.
In Murphy's opinion, Fielding's satire was 
expressed in language no less distasteful than the 
satire itself. Murphy noted that from Congreve Fielding 
derived an error in his style; often forgetting "that 
humour and ridicule were the principal ingredients of 
comedy, he too frequently aimed at decorations of wit."*' 
In several plays Murphy traced the influence of Congreve 
in the indelicate and obscene language of Fielding's 
raillery.
Cross also noted Congreve's influence on Fielding's 
drama, a general influence exerted by Congreve as the 
most representative playwright of the Restoration 
Comedy of Manners. Love in Several Masques is called 
"a comedy of intrigue built on the lines of Congreve, 
with whose Love for Love Fielding gives evidence of 
being especially familiar."^ The Temple Beau also 
"follows closely the lines of artificial comedy as
2Stuart Tave, The Amiable Humorist (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, i960), pp. 3, 4.
^Lives of Fielding and Johnson, p. 246.
^Cross, I, 62, 63.
established by Congreve, with an occasional reflection 
of Etherege, Wycherley, and other comic dramatists of
ca past age."' Cross was less interested in Fielding’s 
indebtedness than in his originality in the plays, his 
reliance on his immediate environment for new and novel
z:matter in his drama. For example, Wisemore in Love
in Several Masques was seen as "reflecting perhaps
Fielding's reactions against the hypocrisies of the
7town and his love of books and the country."' Cross 
stressed the fact that the situation of a man selling 
his wife to pay gambling debts (The Modern Husband) was 
true to the society of the time. While conceding 
Fielding's reliance on Moli^re's Tartuffe for The Old 
Debauchees, Cross emphasized Fielding's use of the 
famous case of Father Girards "The priest, it was 
alleged, had practiced sorcery to seduce Catherine 
Cadiere, a beautiful and innocent girl to whom he was 
confessor. In October, 1731 > the Jesuit was brought
5Ibid., 77.
t■Also emphasized in Charles B. Woods. "Studies in the Dramatic Works of Henry Fielding" (Unpublished 
Harvard Dissertation. 1935) • See Harvard University: 




to trial in the Parliament of Provence and barely
descaped conviction and burning at the stake."
Others who have considered Congreve's influence on
Fielding have simply echoed Murphy's conclusion that
the influence was an unfortunate one. What one critic
has added to Murphy's study is the observation that
Fielding did not understand Congreve. In spite of
"evidences of imitation, now in structure, now in
characterization, now in phrasing," Bateson argued,
Fielding's attraction for Congreve "can only have been
asuperficial; Fielding did not understand Congreve." 
Dudden arrived at almost the same position as did 
Bateson. He argued that Fielding and Congreve differed 
in interests and in aims. Dudden saw Congreve as a 
dramatist interested in a small, highly artificial and 
sophisticated society; Fielding he saw as a dramatist 
interested in the real, the common, the everyday life
of the middle and lower classes. "Congreve's intention
in treating his subject was purely critical and analyti­
cal; Fielding's was fundamentally ethical. Thus in 




on a writer whom he did not thoroughly understand, and 
with whom he was not sincerely in sympathy."1^
It will be the argument of this chapter, however, 
that Fielding's relation to Congreve went much further 
than just imitation, that not only did Fielding under­
stand Congreve but that in his earlier comedies Fielding 
was deeply influenced by Congreve with respect to matter, 
form, and spirit.
Congreve's influence can be seen in all the comedies 
although its dominance in Love in Several Masques. The 
Temple Beau. Rape Upon Rape, and The Wedding-Day is 
displaced in the later comedies by the influence of 
Molifere. No attempt will be made to be exhaustive in 
citing borrowings and parallels. Instead the aim will 
be to cite enough evidence to be convincing but not so 
much as to be tedious.
Congreve was the most important single source for 
the matter of Fielding's early dramatic comedies. This 
borrowed matter might have consisted of anything which 
composed the audible or visible medium through which 
the author's intention was conveyed to the audience. 
Evidence is that, in fact, Fielding borrowed characters, 
incidents and situations, and long verbal passages from
10Dudden, I, 225, 226.
Congreve. Other aspects of matter, scenery, settings, 
plots, Congreve and Fielding shared with a host of 
Restoration and earlier dramatists. The area of matter 
in which Fielding’s borrowing is heaviest is that of 
character.
There are six categories under which Fielding's 
borrowings of characters might be considered, the 
pretenders to fashion and love-making, the young men, 
the old men, the young women, the old women, and the 
servants. In each of these categories there are many 
characters who belong to the long catalogue of conven­
tional Restoration types and humours. These characters 
are the fops, country squires, superannuated coquettes, 
would-be wits, beaux, rakes, and others used by Congreve 
and Fielding. Among these characters many resemblances 
are obvious, but it is difficult to establish that 
Fielding is particularly indebted to Congreve. It is 
only when the resemblance is yoked with some peculi­
arity (another borrowing, for example, such as a paral­
lel verbal passage or a parallel incident or situation) 
that a definite borrowing can be established. Conse­
quently, in many instances borrowings simultaneously 
substantiate one another. When extensive borrowing 
has been established, the parallels which initially 
could be cited as only resemblances must necessarily be 
reconsidered as possible additional borrowings.
Fielding introduces two pretenders to fashion in 
Love in Several Masques. Lord Formal and Sir Apish 
Simple. Both are fastidious over their personal 
appearances. Sir Apish Simple boasts of good taste in 
clothes and the attentions and envy of the ladies (IV. 
x). Lord Formal*s concern over appearances goes even 
further; he is even concerned about the lustre of his 
eyes and his complexion. He complains that business 
"has exagitated my complexion to that exorbitance of 
Vermille, that I shall hardly have reduced it to any 
tolerable consistency under a fortnight's course of 
acids" (I.v). Congreve has a pair of characters in 
The Double-Dealer who have the same sort of concern 
for their complexions. They are Lord Froth and Brisk, 
described in the dramatis personae as solemn and pert 
coxcombs, respectively. The following response follows 
an offer of yet another bottle of Champagne.
Lord Froth. Oh, for the Universe, not a drop more, I beseech you. Oh, Intemperate! I have a flushing in my face already,
[Takes out a Pocket-Glass and looks in it.]
Brisk. Let me see, let me see, my Lord, I broke my glass that was in the Lid of my Snuff-box. 
Hum! Deuce take me, I have encouraged a 
pimple here too.
[Takes the Glass and looks.]
(I.i)
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A special facet of the pretender to fashion Is 
that he seems to have fashionable intrigues. Probably 
the best known practitioner of this pretense is 
Petulant in The Way of the World. Early in his career 
he would leave a tavern and return disguised to call 
for himself. At a higher degree of sophistication he 
employs "Trulls whom he allows coachhire, and something 
more by the Week, to call on him once a Day at publick 
Places" (I.i). Petulant also affects a disposition to 
explode into physical violence, but he is much more 
civil than Captain Bluffe in The Old Batchelor.
Captain Bluffe also pretends to intrigues~with women 
of quality, of course:
Bluffe. Pshaw, I have Petitions to show, from other guess-toys than she. Look here:
These were sent me this Morning— There read. 
[Shows Letters.1 That— That's a Scrawl of 
Quality, Here, here's from a Countess too. 
Hum— No hold— That's from a Knight's Wife, 
she sent it me but her Husband— But here, both these are from Persons of great Quality.
Sir Joseph. They are either from Persons of 
great Quality, or no Quality at all, 'tis 
such a Damn'd ugly Hand. (V.i)
Bluffe often threatens physical violence but never 
delivers any. It has been observed that Bluffe had a
celebrated precedent in Bobadil in Jonson's Every Man
llin His Humour. Summers has traced the character
•^Kathleen M. Lynch, The Social Mode of Restora­tion Drama (New York: The Macmillan Co. , T?2b), p. 189*
"from the Colax of Menander, from the Miles Gloriosus
12of Plautus and Terence*s Thraso." In Love for Love 
Congreve retained the pretense to intrigues with ladies 
of quality and dropped the affectation of heroism and 
physical valor associated with the braggart soldier to 
create the character of Tattle. Tattle pretends to 
mend reputations and to be sworn to secrecy, but "the 
Rogue will speak aloud in the posture of a Whisper; and 
deny a Woman's Name, while he gives you the marks of 
her Person: He will forswear receiving a Letter from
her, and at the same time shew you her Hand upon the 
Superscription: And yet perhaps he has Counterfeited
the Hand too, and sworn to a Truth; but he hopes not 
to be believ'd; and refuses the reputation of a 
Ladies favour, as a Doctor says No to a Bishoprick, 
only that it may be granted him" (I.i). He lets 
slip titles such as "Your Grace" when speaking of 
anonymous intrigues. If Mrs. Drab has bragged of 
familiarity with Tattle, it was only to bring him 
"into Disgrace with a certain Woman of Quality" (I.i).
•̂ Complete Works of William Congreve, ed. Montague 
Summers. 4 vols. (Wew York: Russell & Russell, 19o4),
I, 157. Citations of Congreve's comedies throughout • this paper will be from this text, referred to hereafter 
as Congreve's Works.
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Fielding has two pretenders modeled upon Tattle—  
Rattle, in Love in Several Masques, and Young Mutable, 
in The Wedding-Day. Rattle claims to be able to keep 
a secret “inviolably to serve a friend, and provided 
there be an intrigue in the case** (I.iv). The follow­
ing dialogue illustrates his pretense to intrigues with 
women of quality.
Rattle. Nay, curse take me, if I am ashamed of being publicly known to have an affair with a 
lady, at all.
Malvil. No? but you should be ashamed of boast­ing of affairs with ladies, whom it is known 
you never spoke to.
Merital. There you are too hard on him, for 
Rattle has_affairs.
Rattle. And with women of rank.
Malvil. Of very high rank, if their quality be 
as high as their lodgings are. (I.iv)
Young Mutable is drawn from the same pattern with the 
twist that he pretends to know and converse with men 
of quality. Young Mutable is exposed in the dialogue 
which follows.
Mr. Mutable. White's— Now I mention White's, I must send an excuse to my Lord Goodland. He 
invited me two days ago, to dine with him 
to-day.
Millamour. Two days ago!— Why he went into the 
country a week since.
Mr. Mutable. Nay, then Sir Charles Wiseall was
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mistaken, for he delivered me the message 
yesterday; which is a little strange, 
methinks.
Millamour. Ay, faith, it is very strange; for he 
has been in Scotland this fortnight.
(II.iv)
In addition to the pretenders, Fielding’s young 
men include the heroes and their contemporaries, often 
the beaux or rakes common to Restoration comedy.
Merital and Malvil in Love in Several Masques are like 
a dozen other beaux one might find in Restoration comedy, 
or like Vainlove in The Old Batchelor. There are, how­
ever, more than just resemblances between Merital and 
Vainlove. Both are capricious lovers who relish diffi­
culties in love.^ Merital is described by Malvil as 
one of "your light, gay, fluttering fellows; who like 
the weather-cock, never fix long to a point till you 
are good for nothing" (I.i). When Malvil reminds 
Merital that he has the difficulty of a rival, Merital's 
reply is, "Ay, and many difficulties, which, in love, 
are so many charms" (I.i). Heartwell says of Vainlove, 
"That's one of Love's April-fools; is always upon some 
errand that's to no purpose; ever embarking in Adven­
tures, yet never comes to Harbour" (I.i). Sharper
•^Ibid.. id. Summers pointed out that Vainlove 
owes a debt to Townley in Ravenscroft' s The London 
Cuckolds.
adds, "He always sets out in foul Weather, loves to 
buffet with the Winds, meet the Tide, and fail in the 
Teeth of Opposition" (I.i). Wilding in The Temple 
Beau and Ramble in Rape Upon Rape are examples of 
Fielding’s typical rakes inherited from Restoration 
comedy; they closely resemble Scandal in Congreve’s 
Love for Love and Bellmour in his The Old Batchelor, 
respectively.
It is when one considers the young man who is the 
hero of Love in Several Masques that one finds Fielding 
heavily indebted to Congreve for a vital character. 
Wisemore, the hero of Love in Several Masques, would 
hardly serve as the hero of a Congreve comedy. He is 
a former beau who has forsaken the ways of the town 
and adopted the values and virtues of the country. In 
many ways he would appear to Congreve as "ruder than 
Gothic." To the pretentious Rattle of Fielding’s 
comedy, Wisemore is a "queer bundle of rusticity" (I. 
iv). In spite of these differences, however, there 
are many similarities between Wisemore and Congreve's 
heroes, Valentine and Mirabell. All three heroes are 
serious-minded lovers. Each has but one challenge in 
achieving a union with his lovers to manipulate cir­
cumstances and conversation in such a way as to preci­
pitate a reciprocal declaration of love from his lover.
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Wisemore's solicitations are ignored by Lady Matchless, 
but when Malvil falsely reports Wisemore*s death she 
declares her love in the presence of the disguised 
Wisemore. Valentine first tries to gain a response 
from Angelica by pursuing fashion; then he feigns mad­
ness. Angelica responds with the declaration of her 
love when Valentine has dropped his pretenses. There 
is no immediate motivation for Millamant’s compliance 
with Mirabell's proposals. It is the fourth act of the 
play, the Sir Rowland strategem is about to be con­
cluded, and alone in one of Lady Wishfort*s rooms 
Mirabell finds Millamant quoting natural, easy Suck­
ling. Mirabell announces an end of the chase:
Mirabell. — Like Daphne she, as Lovely and as Cov. Do you lock your sel7“up from me, to 
make my search more curious? Or is this pretty Orifice contriv'd, to signify that 
here the Chace must end, and my Pursuit be crown'd, for you can fly no further?—
(IV.i)
Wisemore and Vainlove are sententious and cen­
sorious. Wisemore's long speech condemning London 
life (quoted chpt. Ill, p. 50) should be compared 
to Valentine's description of London in Love for Love:
Oh, Prayers will be said in empty Churches, 
at the usual Hours. Yet you will see such Zeal­
ous Faces behind Counters, as if Religion were to 
be sold in every Shop. Oh things will go methodi­
cally in the City, the Clocks will strike Twelve 
at Noon, and the Horn'd Herd Buz in the Exchange 
at Two. Wives and Husbands will drive distinct
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Trades, and Care and Pleasure separately Occupy 
the Family. Coffee-Houses will be full of Smoak 
and Strategems. And the cropt Prentice, that sweeps his Master's Shop in the Morning, may, ten to one, dirty his Sheets before Might. But 
there are two things that you will see very 
strange; which are Wanton Wives, with their Legs at Liberty, and Tame Cuckolds, with Chains about 
their Necks.
(nr.i)
Here, as in Wisemore's description, are the elevated 
language and eloquent oratory achieved through repeti­
tion of the verbal phrases, "will be," "will go," "will 
drive." Vainlove is consciously feigning the role of 
satirist. There are only four people in the room when 
this diatribe is delivered. The servant, Jeremy, and 
Scandal know Valentine is feigning madness, but genu­
inely mad Foresight finds Valentine's sayings "very 
Mysterious and Hieroglyphical." In the case of Mirabell 
there is not the posturing and levity to ameliorate the 
seriousness as in the cases of Wisemore and Valentine. 
Millamant verbally reflects Mirabell's seriousness at 
the end of Act II: "Sententious Mirabell! Prithee
don't look with that violent and inflexible wise Face, 
like Soloman at the dividing of the Child in an old 
Tapestry hanging."
There are two additional peculiarities of the 
parallels between Wisemore and Mirabell. One is the 
repeated rejections of the company of fools entertained
by their mistresses* The other is the frequent reit­
eration of a desire to temper or control their passions 
of love with reason* Considering his helplessness as 
a lover, Mirabell laments to himself, "To know this, 
and yet continue to be in Love, is to be made wise from 
the Dictates of Reason, and yet persevere to play the 
Fool by force and Instinct" (II*i). Wisemore, in a 
soliloquy, confesses, "How vain is human reason, when 
philosophy cannot overcome our passion! when we. can 
see our errors, and yet pursue them" (III.xv).
Veromil is the hero of The Temple Beau. Although 
he resembles the heroes discussed above, he is not 
developed thoroughly enough for one to argue that he is 
a borrowing. Rape Upon Rape has no proper young hero, 
and it is not until Millamour in The Wedding-Day that 
Fielding develops a central young man as completely as 
he did Wisemore* Millamour is reminiscent of Congreve's 
Valentine in his affectation of different faces for the 
world. In a soliloquy he admits, "But though I have 
disguised my uneasiness before this woman [Mrs. Useful], 
Clarinda lies deeper in my heart than I could wish" 
(I.v). In spite of occasional sentimental lapses, he 
is usually a "prince in love." At the beginning of the 
play he has dismissed two former mistresses and is 
searching for a third when he encounters the disguised
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lover of his friend, Heartfort. He attacks Charlotte 
with perseverance and confidence, explaining that "it 
is in vain to resist" (Ill.viii). Millamour really 
seems much closer in conception to Etherege's Dorimant 
in The Man of Mode than to any Congreve hero. Initi­
ally, at least, Millamour is a full-time gallant, 
terminating one intrigue just in time to begin another, 
Millamour is not as witty as Dorimant, and the intellec­
tual Dorimant would hardly indulge in Millamour-type 
sentiment.
At the end of Act III of The Way of the World, 
Fainall disowns the order of husbands and observes,
All Husbands must, or Pain, or Shame, endure;The Wise too jealous are, Fools too secure.
This description is a guiding principle for the por­
trayal of Fielding's old men. It also dictates the 
depiction of most of Congreve's old men and many of 
those of Etherege, Wycherley, and other Restoration 
dramatists. The couplet is developed in such a way 
as to divest the appellations "Wise" and "Fools" of 
any distinctions. Ironically, both belong to the order 
of husbands by which they must alike suffer. There is 
no distinction to be made between the Wise and the Fools 
when they appear in comedy either. Fielding's The 
Universal Gallant argues the absence of distinctions
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and that, consequently, the Fool is more wise in his 
security than is the Wise in the throes of his jeal­
ousy.
Obviously many resemblances could be cited between 
the old men of Fielding and those of Congreve. Consider 
the following descriptions of Fondlewife in The Old 
Batchelor and Sir Positive Trap in Love in Several 
Masques.
Vainlove. A kind of Mungril Zealot, sometimes 
very precise and peevish; But I have seen 
him pleasant enough in his way: much addic­
ted to Jealousie, but more to Fondness: Sothat as he is often Jealous without a Cause, 
he's as often satisfied without Reason.
Bellamour. A very even Temper, and fit for my purpose [to lie with Fondlewife's wife].(1.1)
Merital. • • • Sir Positive Trap, by name, is an old precise knight, made up of avarice, folly, and ill-bred surliness of temper, and an odd fantastic pride built on the antiquity of his family, into which he enrols most of the great men he ever heard of. The next is 
his lady, who is his absolute empress; for though he be monstrously morose to the rest of the world, he is as foolishly easy and 
credulous to his wife.
Malvil. And she, I suppose, is as easy to the rest 
of the world, as imperious to him.(1.1)
Except for Sir Positive's "odd fantastic pride built on 
the antiquity of his family,” the two men are remark­
ably similar. Summers argued that Fondlewife is a 
fairly close copy of Gomez in Dryden's The Spanish
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Friar. Belonging to the same brotherhood are Machiavel- 
li's Messer Micia (La Mandragola). Fletcher's Lopez 
(Women Pleas'd). Shadwell's Gripe (The Woman-Captain). 
and Ravenscroft's Dashwell (The London Cuckolds)• In 
short "there is no more common figure" in Restoration 
comedy.^ An old man similar to Fondlewife appears in 
two of Congreve's other comedies: in The Double-
Dealer. Lord Touchwood and Sir Paul Plyant have the 
roles; in Love for Love. Foresight has the role.
Pride in family is seen in two of Congreve's other 
old men, Sir Paul Plyant in The Double-Dealer and Sir 
Sampson Legend in Love for Love. Sir Paul admonishes 
Cynthia to preserve his family appearance for poster­
ity, "Thou hast my Leer, Hussey, just thy Father's 
Leer. — Let it be transmitted to the young Rogue by 
the help of imagination; why, 'tis the mark of our 
Family, Thy; our house is distinguished by a languish­
ing eye, as the house of Austria is by a thick Lip"
(Ill.i). Old Sampson brags of his family to Angelica 
when he is under the illusion that she is going to 
marry him, "Odd Sampson's a very good Name for an
^Ibid., 157* Lynch, p. 192, relates Fondlewife to Elizabethan imposters, of whom he particularly 
resembles Weatherwise in Middleton's No Wit. No Help 
Like a Woman's.
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able Fellow: Your Sampsons were strong Dogs from the
Beginning1* (V.i).
In Mr, Stedfast of The Wedding-Day Fielding intro­
duces a characteristic not found in Congreve's old men. 
Charlotte says of her father, "When once he hath 
resolved on anything, it is impossible to alter him" 
(Il.ix). Sir Positive Trap also affects iron-handed 
resolution, swearing by "the right hand of the Traps."
In Act II, scene vi, Sir Positive tells Helena, "But 
for you, madam, to-morrow's your wedding-day; I have 
said it, and I am positive." Just two scenes later 
(Il.viii). Sir Positive is pleading with the obstinate 
Helena to obey his commands.
In spite of the many similarities between Sir 
Positive Trap and Fondlewife and other old men of 
Fielding and Congreve, there are not sufficient 
peculiarities for one to argue that Fielding borrowed 
any particular old man from Congreve. The old men are 
merely resemblances which could easily be accounted 
for as commonplaces of the theatre. However, when it 
has been shown that Fielding has borrowed several other 
Congreve characters, the possibility must be entertained 
that he might have also borrowed old men from Congreve.
The young women who are heroines in Fielding's 
early comedies belong to a tradition that goes back to
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Etherege's Harriet in The Man of Mode and even further 
to the ladies of Shakespeare's Love * s Labor's Lost.
They are witty, sensitive, and at least the intellec­
tual equals of the beaux who pursue them. There are 
many similarities between Fielding's heroines and those 
of Congreve. For example, Helena in Love in Several 
Masques is the same sort of intelligently plain-dealing 
young woman as Cynthia in The Double-Dealer or Angelica 
in Love for Love. .The reactions of Helena to Sir
Positive Trap and those of Angelica to Foresight are
identical. Neither will humor the old men or shield
them from the fact of their cuckoldom. When Foresight
denies Angelica his coach, she responds,
But my inclinations are in force; I have a mind to go abroad, and if you won't lend me your 
Coach, I'll take a Hackney, or a Chair, and leave you to erect a scheme; and find who's in Conjunc­
tion with your Wife. Why don't you keep her at home, if you're Jealous when she's abroad? You 
know my Aunt is a little Retrograde (as you call it) in her Nature. Uncle, I'm afraid you are not 
Lord of the Ascendent, ha, ha, ha. (Il.i)
Sir Positive Trap complains to Helena of the morning
rambles about London taken by wives and daughters of
the young upstarts. This conversation follows.
Helena. Lookee, sir, I can make discoveries to 
you; and, since my aunt has falsely accused me with being the occasion of Sir Apish's 
behavior to-day, I will tell you out of revenge what I would never have told you out 
of love. In short, my aunt has-~>
\
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Sir Positive Trap. How! what?
Helena. Planted something that will branch in 
less than a hundred years, ha, ha, ha! She 
has set a modern front upon your old taber­
nacle.
(V.i)
There are several such similarities between the 
young women of Fielding and Congreve, but only with 
Charlotte in The Wedding-Day can it be argued that 
Fielding has definitely borrowed from Congreve.
V
Charlotte has extended speeches which are too closely 
parallel to speeches of Angelica and Millamant to be 
accounted for otherwise. The parallel speeches follow:
Charlotte in The Wedding-Day. Gratitude!— that implies an obligation; out how am I obliged 
to you for loving me? I did not ask you to love me— did I?— I can't help your loving me.(Il.viii)
Angelica in Love for Love. But I have consider'd that Passions are unreasonable and involun­
tary; if he loves, he can't help it; and if I don't love, I can't help it.
(IV.i)
Charlotte in The Wedding-Day. Chains!— sure being in love is something like being in the Galleys; 
and a Lover, like other slaves, is the subject of no other passion but pity: Nay, they are
even more contemptible— they are mere insects. One gives being to thousands with a smile, and 
takes it away with a frown. (Il.viii)
Millamant in The Wav of the World. Lord, what is 
a Lover, that it can give? Why, one makes 
lovers as fast as one pleases, and they live 
as long as one pleases, and they die as soon as one pleases: And then if one pleases one
makes more. (II.i)
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Millamant's speech quoted above is preceded by a conver­
sation on whether beauty were only in the eyes of a 
lover. The same topic is pursued following Charlotte's 
speech quoted above. After Charlotte, Fielding's 
heroines, with the exception of Mariana in The Miser, 
are conceived as sentimentally ideal like Mrs. Bellamant 
in The Modem Husband or sentimentally blemished like 
Clarinda in The Wedding-Day.
Among the old ladies, there are several similari­
ties, but there are not similar pairs with enough atten­
dant peculiarities to argue for a borrowing. Fielding's 
wives of old men are like wives of Congreve's Fondlewife, 
Plyant, and Foresight, not only willing but eager to 
dupe and cuckold their old husbands. Fielding's male 
servants are also similar to the clever servants of 
Congreve. The relationship between Valentine and 
Jeremy in Love for Love is reflected in the relation­
ships between Wilding and Pincet in The Temple Beau 
and Millamour and Brazen in The Wedding-Day. Again 
there are not enough peculiarities to justify arguing 
for more than mere similarities. The clever attendant 
servant is at least as old as Xanthias in Aristophanes's 
The Frogs. Catchit, Fielding's maid to Vermilia in 
Love in Several Masques, may have been inspired by 
Foible in The Wav of the World. However, Catchit,
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although no more competent in the execution of schemes 
than Foible, is perhaps more independent in the initi­
ation of them.
A number of parallels, verbal passages, incidents, 
and situations, have already been cited in attempts to 
argue for borrowings of character. Several verbal 
parallels have already been cited, especially as proof 
in arguments for character borrowings. Remarkably 
close sets of verbal parallels occur in passages at the 
ends of Love for Love and Love in Several Masques. 
Scandal, who expresses disdain for women throughout 
Love for Love, is convinced of his error by the just 
behavior of Angelica:
Scandal. Well, Madam, you have done Exemplary Justice, in punishing an inhumane Father, and rewarding a faithful Love: But thereis a third good Work, which I, in particular, 
must thank you for; I was an Infidel to your Sex, and you have converted me— For now I am 
convinced that all Women are not like Fortune, blind in bestowing Favours, either to those 
who do not merit, or who do not want 'em.
Angelica. fTis an unreasonable Accusation that you lay upon our Sex: You tax us with Injus­
tice, only to cover your own want of Merit.You would all have the Reward of Love, but few have the Constancy to stay till it becomes 
your due. Men are generally Hypocrites and Infidels, they pretend to Worship, but have neither Zeal nor Faith: How few, like Valen­tine would persevere even unto Martyrdom, and 
sacrifice their Interest to their Constance!
In admiring me, you misplace the Novelty.
The Miracle to Day is, that we find A Lover brae: Not tKat a Woman' s Kind
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Following a song addressed to "ye generous maids" which 
concludes with "Let every lover well be tried, / And 
well reward the true," Wisemore recants his earlier 
misogynist views:
The song is not without a moral.— And now ladies I think myself bound to a solemn recan­tation of every slander I have thrown against 
your sex: for I am convinced that our com­plaints against you flow generally (if not always) more from our want of merit than your 
want of justice.
For when vain fools of fops your hearts pursue,
To such the charming prize is never due:But when the men of sense their passions prove,
You seldom fail rewarding ’em with love,Justly on them the fair their hearts bestow,Since they alone the worth of virtue know.
In this case the only similarity between Wisemore and
Scandal is that both finally recant often-voiced
misogyny; the single similarity between Wisemore and
Angelica is that both advocate faith and constancy in
love.
There are many incidents and situations which 
Fielding borrowed from Congreve which have not yet been 
mentioned or alluded to. They vary widely in signifi­
cance. Some are hardly more than minor details; others 
furnish great portions of the plot and interest of their 
respective comedies. Among the minor incidents or 
situations is Merital's pretense of a passion for Lady 
Trap in Love in Several Masques, which echoes Mirabell's
affected interest in Lady Wishfort in The Way of the 
World. Lady Trap's pursuit of Merital is every bit as 
persistent as Lady Touchwood's of Mellefont in The 
Double-Dealer. In addition to the relationships of 
masters and servants cited above, Fielding has other 
relationships which seem reflections of relationships 
developed by Congreve. For example, Sir Harry Wilding 
is as disgusted with Wilding's extravagance in The 
Temple Beau as is Sir Sampson Legend with Valentine's 
in Love for Love. The disguise of Merital when he 
elopes with Helena in Love in Several Masques also 
seems a minor detail borrowed from Congreve. In The 
Old Batchelor Bellmour disguises himself as the old 
clergyman, Spindletext,to gain access to Fondlewife's 
Laetitia. This disguise is the same one Maskwell 
assigns Mellefont when he plans to kidnap Cynthia in 
The Double-Dealer. Merital in Love in Several Masques, 
in the disguise of a clergyman, has supposedly come to 
Sir Positive Trap’s house to many Helena and Sir Apish 
Simple, just as .Mellafont was to come in disguise to 
Fondlewife*s to marry Cynthia and Maskwell.
The only important situation borrowed from Congreve 
in Love in Several Masques which has not been discussed 
is Sir Positive Trap's discovery of Merital and Lady 
Trap in a compromising situation. This dialogue
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follows Trap's discovery:
Sir Positive Trap. What's your business here, sir?
Merital. My usual business, sir, cuckoldom. My design is against your worship's head and your 
lady's heart. (Ill.xiv)
When Fondlewife in The Old Batchelor discovers Bellmour's
disguise as Spindletext the following ensues:
Fondlewife. Well, Sir, and what came you hither for?
Bellmour. To lie with your wife.
(IV.i)
In both cases the culprits have responded in the best 
possible manner. The credulous husbands forgive their 
wives, almost victims of the evil intentions of Merital 
and Bellmour. The confession of the villain in each 
case serves to enhance the lady's pretense to virtue.
In The Temple Beau Fielding has borrowed one of the 
most comic scenes in Congreve's comedies, that of the 
mutual confessions and compromises of Lady Frail and 
Mrs. Foresight in Love for Love. Each of these ladies 
has discovered that the other has had some clandestine 
business at the World's End. Mrs. Foresight confronts 
Lady Frail with the fact that she has found her Gold 
Bodkin at the World's End, tangible proof of her 
presence there. The Gold Bodkin is also tangible 
proof that Mrs. Foresight has been at the World's End, 
and the ladies have discovered that they are sisters
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every way. In light of the discoveries and the con­
frontation a sort of compromise is agreed upon.
Mrs. Foresight. Well, since all's out, and as you say, since we are both wounded, let us do 
that is often done in Duels, take care of one 
another, and grow better Friends than before.
Lady Frail. With all my heart, ours are but slight Flesh Wounds, and if we keep 'em from Air, not at all dangerous: Well give me your Hand intoken of sisterly secresie and affection.
(II.i)
In The Temple Beau Wilding contrives to have Lady 
Lucy Pedant and Lady Gravely meet him in his chambers 
at the same time. He is motivated partly by malice and 
partly by a desire to be rid of the old ladies. The 
ladies, on confronting one another, voice many threats 
and denunciations. As they are about to leave, several 
acquaintances are seen approaching the chambers. Lady 
Lucy, returning to Lady Gravely cries, ”0h, for heaven's 
sake, let us lay aside all quarrels, and take care of 
both our reputations. Here's a whole coach load coming 
up stairs” (V.xvii)•
Again in The Temple Beau Fielding is possibly 
indebted to Congreve for an extended scene in Act V, 
scene vi; here Fielding parodies the whole tradition 
of witty ladies making absurd demands on their lovers, 
in effect, a parody of the prdcieuse tradition itself. 
Wilding has almost despaired of ever making Bellaria 
believe he loves her.
Ill
Wilding. Is there no way of convincing you?
Bellaria. Oh! yes. I will tell you how. You must flatter me egregiously; not only with 
more perfections than I have, but than ever 
anyone had; for which you must submit to very ill usage. And when I have treated you like 
a tyrant over-night, you must, in a submissive letter, ask my pardon the next morning, for having offended me; though you have done noth­ing.
Wilding. This is easy.
Bellaria. You must follow me to all public places where I shall give an unlimited encouragement 
to the most notorious fools I can meet with, at which you are to seem very much concerned, 
but not dare upbraid me with it-— then, if, when I am going out you offer me your hand, I 
don’t see you, but give it to one of the fools 
I mentioned.
Wilding. This is nothing.
Bellaria. Then you are sometimes to be honoured with playing with me at quadrille; where, to 
show you my good-nature, I will take as much 
of your money as I can possibly cheat you of. And when you have done all these, and twenty 
more such trifling things, for one five years,I shall be convinced— that you are an ass, and 
laugh at you five times more heartily than I 
do now. Ha, ha, ha!
Kathleen Lynch has argued that the scene of the contract
negotiations in The Way of the World is simply "a
modernized version of the ’proviso' covenant between
D'Urfe^s Hylas and Stelle recorded, three quarters of
15a century before, in Astree." x There are also similar
■^Lynch, p. 201
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scenes in Dryden’s Marriage sf la Mode (Il.i) and The 
Wild Gallant (Ill.i). In spite of these alternatives, 
there is more than a slight possibility that Fielding 
was directing his parody specifically to the famous 
contract negotiations between Millamant and Mirabell.
Finally, a situation in Rape Upon Rape seems to 
have been at least partly derived from Congreve. The 
Double-Dealer opens with two friends, Mellefont and 
Careless, drinking in a tavern. Careless starts to 
leave, saying, "I’m weary of guzling, and begin to 
think them [women] the better company." Mellefont 
observes, "Then thy Reason staggers, and thou’rt almost 
drunk." In Fielding’s Rape Upon Rape two friends are 
also drinking in a tavern and Ramble decides to leave 
Sotmore: "Truly, honest Nol, when a man's reason begins
to stagger I think him the properest company for the 
women: one bottle more and I had been fit for no
company at all" (I.vii). While verbal parallels would 
seem to argue Fielding’s indebtedness to Congreve, the 
elaboration of the relative merits of wine and women 
(only implied in Congreve) recalls the early scene of 
The Country Wife when Harcourt is arguing with Dorilant 
and Homer for the supremacy of wine to women. Although 
it is possible that Wycherley was Congreve's source and 
that Fielding was indebted to both, such an argument is 
no doubt a commonplace for the theatre.
Because this analysis is not exhaustive, any sort 
of statistical account of conclusions or observations 
is without validity. However, on the basis of the bor­
rowings cited here, one can draw four important conclu­
sions about the use of Congreve's matter in Fielding's 
first four dramatic comedies. First, the earlier the 
play, the more heavily Fielding borrowed Congreve's 
matter; in no play, for example, did Fielding rely on 
Congreve's matter to the extent he did in Love in 
Several Masques. Second, Fielding's borrowings are 
rather evenly drawn from all four of Congreve's comedies,
with The Wav of the World contributing slightly less
16than the others. Third, in borrowings which would be 
considered vital or central (a hero, a heroine, or an 
extensive or significant incident or situation, for 
examples) Love for Love is Fielding's favorite source. 
Finally, evidence shows that Fielding borrowed matter 
central to Congreve's art and transferred it to the 
center of his own.
16This is perhaps accounted for by the fact that the other plays were more successful and produced more 
often throughout the eighteenth century than The Way 
of the World: see Congreve's Works. Ill, 4-8. It isalso possible that Yielding found the spirit of The 
Wav of the World less compatible to his own than tnat 
ortKe earlier plays.
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It was pointed out in Chapter I that form is usually 
a relatively barren area in influence studies related to 
drama. This fact is particularly true in the cases of 
Congreve and Fielding, whose comedies are so consistently 
conventional in form. Elements of form are related to 
manner and method; they can include the sort of dialogue, 
the style of language, manipulation of scenes, plan of 
exposition, and the selection of elements for direct or 
narrated action. Three of these elements, the sort of 
dialogue, the style of language, and the plan of exposi­
tion, should be considered as elements of form which 
Fielding might have derived from Congreve.
The sort of dialogue and the style of language, as 
the many quotations in this chapter attest, are very 
similar in Congreve and Fielding. Although one might 
argue that Fielding is possibly influenced by the whole 
of what Kathleen Lynch has called the "precieuse tradi­
tion,”1^ the many verbal passages Fielding borrowed from 
Congreve could hardly have failed to influence Fielding's 
dialogue and style of language. The dialogue is charac­
terized by stichomythic repartee heavily sprinkled with 
similitudes. Fielding's style of language, as Murphy 
said, did aim at decorations of wit and often hit.
17'See Lynch, chap. V.
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The order of exposition of leading ladies is the 
same in the comedies of Congreve and Fielding. A 
thorough description of the lady is given in the first 
scene, but the lady’s initial appearance is delayed 
until much later in the play. Congreve’s standard 
pattern is to have characters describe the heroine 
(or heroines in The Old Batchelor) at the very opening 
of Act I; the heroine appears then at the opening of 
Act II. In Love for Love the initial description comes 
a little while into Act I, and in The Wav of the World 
Millamant's initial appearance is delayed until the 
middle of Act II, variations of the standard pattern.
Helena and Lady Matchless in Love in Several 
Masques are presented exactly according to Congreve’s 
standard pattern. Bellaria in The Temple Beau is 
described and discussed several times in the first 
act but does not appear until Act II, scene vii.
Hilaret has the first line in Rape Upon Rape. The 
order of exposition is once again according to Congreve's 
formula in Fielding’s presentation of Clarinda in The 
Wedding-Day. This particular method might have been 
suggested to Congreve by any number of comedies,
Moli^re's Le, Misanthrope. Shadwell’s The Sullen Lovers. 
The Humourists. The Virtuoso. A True Widow. Bury Fair, 
and The Scourers, or Wycherley’s similar method in
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i dLove in a Wood and The Country Wife. The same 
sources were available to Fielding; consequently, this 
particular method is a commonplace for the theatre, no 
more than a possible borrowing.
In traditional dramatic comedy the controlling 
order of exposition leads to exposure of falsehoods and 
hypocrisies. Valentine says to Angelica in The Way of 
the World. "Now let us understand one another,
Hypocrisie apart— The Comedy draws toward an end, and 
let us think of leaving acting, and be our selves" (IV. 
i)• This order of exposure and attendant understanding 
would deserve no comment except that it is not to be 
found in three of the last four comedies. In the early 
comedies, however, Fielding is completely conventional, 
and exposure of villains or fools and understanding 
between principal characters is depicted in each play's 
final scene.
The most important influence one artist can have 
on another is an influence on spirit. Wilcox called
19spirit "any aspect of the author's thought as a whole."
It is also related to an author's intention in any 
particular medium. Ultimately, the author's intention
•^Lynch, 1#7, 1&S. 
•^Wilcox, p. 129.
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will be to reflect his impressions of the state in which 
he finds man and his responses to that state. This 
central aspect of the author's thought must be dis­
covered emotionally and intellectually. It is found in 
the stated and implied attitudes and intentions of an 
artist.
Fielding's first four comedies convey a world 
which is romantically ideal; there are no real villains 
(Squeezum and Politic are only impotent and harmless) 
and no real evil. The world is locally contaminated 
by the contrivances and artifices of men, but away from 
London the world is in its pure state. Wisemore and 
Lady Matchless attest over and over to the purity of 
the country in Love in Several Masques; Lady Matchless 
reminds Vermilia of another theatre quite different 
from that she frequents in London, "When a beauteous 
grove is your theatre, a murmuring cascade your music, 
heaven only the spectator, and a pretty fellow the 
actor— the Lord knows what the play will be" (Il.i).
The world of Fielding's early comedies is one in 
which virtue is rewarded with happiness. At the end 
of The Temple Beau. Veromil reflects, "We have that 
happiness in view which crowns the success of virtue, 
constancy, and love." Similar reflections conclude the 
other comedies. Happiness is denied because of characters
llB
whose actions are aberrations from normal, balanced 
behavior. Self-delusion in Love in Several Masques, 
pedantry in The Temple Beau, "ungoverned lawless pas­
sion’' in The Wedding-Day, and delirium and gluttony in 
Rape Upon Rape destroy the happiness of the abnormal 
and the normal as well.
Fielding states an intention in the early comedies 
to use satire to correct vices and follies:
No private character these scenes expose,Our bard at vice, not at the vicious throws.(LISM. "Prologue")
But the heroic muse, who sings to-night,Through these neglected tracts [satire] attempts 
her flight.Vice clothed with power, she combats with her pen,
And, fearless, dares the lion in his den.(RUR. "Prologue")
Lady Lucy Pedant, in the "Epilogue" to The Temple Beau, 
says that the play's author "will argue that the stage / 
Was meant t' improve, and not debauch the age." The 
real attitude of Fielding seems to be that which he 
assigns to Lady Lucy, which is "Pshaw! to improve!— the 
stage was first designed, / Such as they are to repre­
sent mankind." Few of Fielding's satiric jabs are 
effective; most seem designed to provoke laughter 
instead of promote correction.
In Rape Upon Rape. Hilaret says to Cloris, "Our 
amorous faith is as implicit as our religious" (I.i).
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Despite this evidence that Fielding knew the social
realm might reflect the religious and, by extension,
the ethical, there is no attempt to exploit this idea
in the early comedies. R. E. Moore made some general
observations on the plays, which (although imperceptive
and incorrect when applied to the later comedies) seem
accurate regarding the earlier comedies. He argued
that "neither Fielding nor his audience ever took much
interest in the moral justice that usually creeps into
the artificially forced and laughably weak denouements."2^
Moore complains that at times "Fielding panders out-
21rageously to his undiscriminating public." Fielding 
has, it is argued, exploited vice as much as he has 
exposed it. Yet it has often been argued that "the 
Comic Spirit proper shuns the two extremes of Satire 
and Sentiment. It attempts to maintain an impersonal 
detachment, based upon intellectual grounds. It does 
not wish either to scorn or to sympathize, for scorn
22and sympathy imply judgment, and who are we to judge?"
20Hogarth*s Literary Relationships (Minneapolis:Univ. of Minnesota Press, 1943), p. 101.
21Ibid.. p. 107.
09H. T. E. Perry, The Comic Spirit in Restoration 
Drama: Studies in the Comedy of Etherege. WycherleyT
Vanbrugh, and Varquhar (Mew Haven: Yale Univ. Press,
i9S5), p. 57*
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The position of impersonal detachment seems the one
Fielding achieved often in the early comedies.
H. T. E. Perry found Congreve the Restoration
dramatist most adept at capturing the Comic Spirit.
However, it is Congreve's tendency to make judgments,
to argue moral positions which primarily differentiates
his spirit from Fielding's. Congreve, too, has the
large cast of type characters against whom he directs
harmless parries of satire. Congreve makes it clear
that he is exploiting as well as exposing vice in his
comedy in '’Amendments of Mr. Collier's False & Imperfect
Citations." Citing Aristotle as his authority, Congreve
says, "Men are to be laugh'd out of their Vices in
Comedy; the Business of Comedy is to delight, as well
as to instruct: And as vicious People are made asham'd
of their Follies or Faults, by seeing them expos'd in
a ridiculous manner, so are good People at once both
23warn'd and diverted at their Expence." Later in the
same essay Congreve implies that comedy has a cathartic
and subsequent tempering effect:
Are we not of all People the most unfit to be alone, and most unsafe to be trusted with our selves? Are there not more Self-murderers, and melancholick Lunatick in England, heard of in one Year, than in a great part of Europe besides?
2^Congreve's Works. Ill, 173*
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From whence are all our Sects, Schisms, and innum­
erable Subdivisions in Religion? Who are the Authors and Contrivers of these things? Not those who frequent the Theatres and Comforts of Music,24
Until recently, it has been common to deny any 
serious instruction in the comedies of Congreve. Every­
one is familiar with Lamb's interpretation of Congreve's 
comedies as a sort of fairyland, where morality and 
justice are irrelevant. Congreve's characters "have 
got out of Christendom into that land— what shall I call
it?— of cuckoldry— the Utopia of gallantry, where pleas-
25ure is duty, and the manners perfect freedom."  ̂ More 
recently Henry Seidel Canby has followed the same tradi­
tion, arguing that "Congreve did not present the life of 
his contemporaries with absolute realism because, like 
so many others before and since, he did not see it 
realistically. He presented not life as it was, but
rather the fashionable world's, and his own, conception
26of the life they were leading." Modern critics have
24Ibid., 206.
2^"0n the Artificial Comedy of the Last Century," Life. Letters. Writings, ed. Percy Fitzgerald. 6 vols. 
(Edinburgh's Univ. Press, 1&75)$ III» 3o4. Lamb's was probably not the most common appraisal of Congreve in the nineteenth century. Coleridge's was probably more 
common: "Wickedness is no subject for comedy [whichwas] Congreve*s great error and peculiar to him," 
Hartley Coleridge. Lives of Northern Worthies, 3 vols. 
(London, 1S52), III, ’3TS-T9nT "
2̂ "Congreve as Romanticist," PMLA, 31 (1916), 7»
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sometimes taken the instruction in Congreve's comedy 
seriously. For example, Aubrey Williams argues, "the 
major works of Congreve are brilliant demonstrations of 
a providential order in human event that is fully 
analogous to the greater world of providential order 
insisted upon not only by contemporary Anglican theo­
logians but also insisted upon by contemporary literary
27critics as a fundamental dramatic principle." Williams' 
argument relies a great deal on the similarity between 
the language of Anglican divines and the language of 
Congreve. In his reply to Jeremy Collier's Short View 
Congreve made the following requests "I desire that 
the following Distinction may be admitted, viz. That 
when Words are apply'd to sacred things, and with a 
purpose to treat of sacred things, they ought to be 
understood accordingly: But when they are otherwise
apply*d, the Diversity of the Subject gives a Diversity 
of Signification." It seems that to insist that 
Congreve's comedies are overwhelmingly morally didactic
2^"Poetical Justice, The Contrivances of Providence, 
and the Works of William Congreve," ELH. 35, (1968), 541. See also Williams, "Congreve's Incognita and the Con­trivances of Providence," in Imagined Worlds: Essays onSome English Novels and Novelists in rfonour of Jobn Butt, ed. Maynard Mack and Ian Gregor (London: HeUKuen, 19&o)»
pp. 3-1^-
2**Congreve's Works. Ill, 174.
or to insist that they are immoral is to slight Congreve'
comic genius. It also seems that Lamb and his followers
have perceived the spirit of Congreve's plays. Congreve'
plays do pit good against evil, and Almeria's last speech
in The Mourning Bride is born out in the comedies;
Let us thro' our Innocence survive,Still in the Paths of Honour persevere,
And not from past or present Ills Despair:For Blessings ever wait on vertuous Deeds;And tho' a late, a sure Reward succeeds.
In The Double-Dealer Mellefont is pitted against Maskwell
in Love for Love Valentine is pitted against Sir Sampson;
and in The Way of the World Mirabell is pitted against
Fainall. In all three encounters the good win; the
match is a mere formality, however, since the possibility
of evil dominating is never seriously entertained.
The comedies of Congreve and the early comedies of
Fielding depict ideal worlds: Fielding's is without
evil; Congreve's has only artificial evil, primarily
introduced to be subdued by good. The vice and folly
introduced into each world seem designed but for the
diversion of the essentially good audience. To remove
the influence of Congreve from Fielding's early comedies
would be to remove their fundamental matter and essence.
CHAPTER V
THE LATER COMEDIES
The analyses of Fielding*s later comedies are 
designed as a frame of reference for the study of 
Moliere*s influence in the next chapter. The analyses 
will have two additional functions. First, they will 
demonstrate the changing nature of Fielding’s dramatic 
comedies. Also, they will suggest ways in which evi­
dence of Congreve’s influence continued to be seen in 
Fielding’s later comedies.
Fielding’s fifth comedy, in order of composition, 
was The Modern Husband. It was first acted at Drury 
Lane on February 14, 1732. The Drury Lane company 
performed the play with slight revisions fifteen times, 
almost consecutively. In the prologue to The Modern 
Husband Fielding contends that he is experimenting with 
a new type of comedy, which Cross says is "a serious 
comedy representing directly from observation certain 
phases of contemporary life.*1̂  The dramatist’s claim 
to be experimenting with something new is, of course, 
a common one. Fielding had made similar remarks in the 
Prologue to Rape Upon Rape,claiming to be reviving the
^Wilbur L. Cross, History of Henry Fielding (New 
Haven: Yale Univ. Press, 1$18), I, 119.
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stinging satire of Aristophanic comedy. The Modern 
Husband. however, does seem to point Fielding's comedy 
in new directions, away from comical satire and toward 
more serious social criticism.
The Prologue echoes a letter which Fielding had
written and sent to Lady Mary Wortley Montagu along with
a copy of The Modern Husband. In the letter Fielding
wrote, "I hope your ladyship will honour the scenes
which I presume to lay before you with your perusal.
As they are written on a model I never yet attempted,
I am exceedingly anxious least they should find less
mercy from you than my light productions. It will be
a slight compensation to the modern Husband that your
ladyship's censure will defend him from the possibility
2of any other reproof." Although the letter implies an 
original endeavor for Fielding as a dramatist, the 
Prologue itself seems to suggest with the words "once 
more" that he is again attempting to expose the follies 
of London through regular comedy, this time exercising 
more skill and more judgment.
Cross maintains that when Fielding said that The 
Modern Husband was written on a model he had never
2Letters and Works of Lady Mary Wortley Montapi. 
ed. James Archibald Wharncliii'e I hew York: Macmillan,
1^93)» 19» 20. Cross, I, llS, dates the letterSeptember 1730, nearly eighteen months before the 
production of The Modem Husband.
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before attempted, he "meant that it was neither a farce 
nor a Congreve wit-trap."3 In the Prologue, however, 
it seems that the principal distinction Fielding is 
making is not between his earlier comedies and the pre­
sent work but rather between his experiments with farces, 
burlesques, and rehearsals and his attempts to write 
traditional comedy. The Prologue traces the phases of 
Fielding's development as a dramatist from comedian to 
farceur and then to a new phase:
At length, repenting frolic flights of youth,Once more he flies to nature and to truth:
In virtue's just defence aspires to fame,And courts applause without the applauders' shame.
This comedy is different from the earlier plays in 
language, plot, and characterization. The witty, 
decorative language so common in the other comedies is 
restricted to minor, relatively unimportant characters 
in The Modern Husband. Captain Bellamant and Lady 
Charlotte Gaywit and the attendants to Lord Richly's 
levee attempt verbal volleys of wit. The conversation 
at Lord Richly's is made up of quick but rather dull 
remarks on wenching:
Mr. Woodall. Then, I suppose, if her husband's undone, you'll have her among you.
Lord Richly. Woodall, thou'rt a liquorish dog.
Thou wouldst have the first snap.
3Cross, I, 119
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Mr. Woodall. Not I; none of your town ladies for me; I always take leave of women from the time 
I come out of the country till I go back again.
Lord Lazy. Women! Pox on him! he means foxes again.
Colonel Courtly. He knows no difference.
Mr. Woodall. Nor you either. But harkye, I fancy it safer riding after the one than the other.
(I.ix)
Lady Charlotte Gaywit's speech seems designed to be 
witty, but usually it is not. One of Fielding’s contem­
porary critics, ’Dramaticus,* (probably Sir William 
Yonge) noted this in a review which appeared in The 
Grub-Street Journal twelve days after the last perfor­
mance of The Modern Husband (March 1&, 1732) •
'Dramaticus' observed that Lady Charlotte was "supposed 
to be a young Lady of great life and vivacity, whose 
sallies are to be both witty and agreeable." Of the 
impression Charlotte made, however, the critic said,
"Never was any thing more impertinent than Lady Charlotte, 
or more silly than her conversation.Lady Charlotte's 
conversation is not quite so bad as 'Dramaticus' would 
have it when Fielding has obviously relied on Congreve.
In Act V, scene x, Fielding borrows the contract scene
^The Grub-Street Journal. No. 117 (March 30, 1732). Reprinted in Henry gielding: The Critical Heritage, ed. 
Ronald Paulson and tfhomas Lockwood (New York: Barnes &
Noble, Inc., 1969)> p. 33-
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of. The Way of the World (as he had possibly done earlier
in The Temple Beau. See chap. IV, p. 111). Of Fielding's
indebtedness to Congreve here there can be little doubt;
the contract scenes of both plays are accompanied by
very similar verbal passages:
Millamant. Fainall, what shall I do? Shall I have him? I think I must have him...............
Well then— 1*11 take my Death, I'm in a horrid 
Fright— Fainall, I shall never say it— 'Well—I think— I'll endure you.
Mrs. Fainall. Fy, fy, have him, have him, and tell him so in plain Terms: For I am sure you have
a mind to him.
Millamant. Are you? I think I have— and the horrid Man looks as if he thought so too— Well, you 
ridiculous Thing you, I'll have you.(V.i)
Lady Charlotte Gaywit. Well, he has such anexcessive assurance, that I am not really sure 
whether he is not agreeable. Let me die if I am not under some sort of suspense about it—  and yet I am not neither— for to be sure I 
don't like the thing— and yet, methinks, I do too— and yet I do not know what I should do 
with him neither. (V.x).
Most of the language in this comedy is sober, arti­
ficial, sententious, and dull. Except for the characters 
mentioned above and Mr. Modern, all the characters offer 
frequent moral and social aphorisms. The conversations 
between Emilia and Mr. Gaywit are more genteel than con­
versations usually are between lovers, especially lovers 
the reliable Mrs. Bellamant considers "two of the most
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open plain-dealers I have met with" (Ill.iv). The follow­
ing dialogue is typical of those between Emilia and Mr. 
Gaywit.
Emilia. I suppose, if your amour be of any date, you can easily guess at the impressions you have made.
Mr. Gaywit. No, nor can she guess at the impres­sion she has made on me; for unless my eyes have done it, I never acquainted her with my passion.
Emilia. And that your eyes have done it you may be assured, if you have seen her often. The 
love that can be concealed must be very cold indeed; but, methinks, it is something parti­cular in you to desire to conceal it.
Mr. Gaywit. I have been always fearful to dis­
close a passion which I know not whether it be in my power to pursue. I would not even 
have given her the uneasiness to pity ine, much less have tried to raise her love.(V.iv)
And these are passionate lovers! 'Dramaticus* called
this couple a faint sketch of Mr. Manly and Lady Grace
5in The Provok'd Husband. Mr. Manly and Lady Grace are 
also lovers who talk to one another about their lovers 
and the relationships they desire with them as if their 
lovers were two other persons. The preface to Aristo­
phanes's Plutus, The God of Riches, translated by Henry 
Fielding and the Reverend Mr. Young, confirms Fielding's 
familiarity with The Provoked Husband. It states in
5Ibid.. p. 35.
130
defense of simple language, "This [decorative language] 
was first introduced with infinite wit by Wycherley, 
and continued with still less and less by his succesors, 
till it is at last degenerated into such sort of pleas- 
antry as this in the 'Provoked Husband.'" A long 
illustrative dialogue between Mr. Manly and Lady Grace 
is cited.
The union between Mr. Gaywit and Emilia is tempor­
arily blocked by Lord Richly, but the main focus of the 
plot is not on these young lovers. Instead the main 
action is developed around the married couples, Mr. and 
Mrs. Modern and Mr. and Mrs. Bellamant. By embracing 
domestic rather than romantic interests, Fielding was 
following the precedent popularized especially by Colley 
Cibber in comedies such as The Careless Husband, The 
Lady's Last Stake, and The Provok'd Husband.
Mrs. Hilaret Modern, like Bellaria in The Temple 
Beau, is the central character around whom the main 
action of the play revolves. Before the time of the 
play, she has been Lord Richly's prostitute and Mr.
Gaywit's lover, and she is still engaged in an adulterous
Comedies of Aristophanes. Viz. The Clouds. Plutus. The Froes. TOe "Birds: Translated into"*English: With
Wotes (London: Lackington, Allen, and Co., 1#12), pp.
123, 124* The translation of Plutus by Fielding and 
Young was first published May 3l, 1?42.
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affair with Mr. Bellamant. She refuses her husband's 
proposal that she allow herself to be found in a compro­
mising position with Lord Richly in order that he might 
collect heavy damages (Cross notes that Theophilus 
Cibber devised just such a scheme ), but she does continue 
to work for Lord Richly as procuress in his attempt to 
seduce Mrs. Bellamant. After she is demoted to procuress, 
Mrs. Modern must have additional funds. She laments,
"Y/hat wretched shifts are they obliged to make use of, 
who would support the appearance of a fortune which they 
have not” (I.v). Mr. Bellamant must begin to pay more 
dearly for her affections, and his payments buy only 
her person. In a soliloquy, Mrs. Modem says of Mr. 
Bellamant: ”Thou ass, to think that the heart of a
woman is to be won by gold, as well as her person; but 
thou wilt find, though a woman often sells her person, 
she always gives her heart” (Ill.ix).
Unable to work his design upon Lord Richly, Mr. 
Modern, without Mrs. Modern's knowledge and consent, 
works the same design on Mr. Bellamant, rushing in 
upon Mrs. Modern and Mr. Bellamant in a room adjoining 
that in which Lord Richly is attempting to seduce Mrs. 
Bellamant, first by ingratiating himself with large 
losses at hazard and then with direct offers of cash.
^Cross, I, 121.
132
Mr. Gaywit contrives a meeting with Mrs. Modern in 
which he takes advantage of his former relationship with 
her to precipitate a full confession of her prostitution 
and Mr. Modern's designs against Lord Richly and Mr. 
Bellamant. The Modems are expelled from the society; 
the Bellamants are reconciled to one another; and 
Emilia and Mr. Gaywit and Captain Bellamant and Lady 
Charlotte are hastily married. Mr. Bellamant offers 
Gaywit the following "truth from an experienced travel­
lers"
However slight the consequence may prove Which waits unmarried libertines in love,
Be from all vice divorced before you wed,And bury falsehood in the bridal bed.
The "Epilogue" written by Colley Cibber to be spoken
by Mrs. Modem concludes,
Thus each extreme is for instruction meant,
And ever was the stage's true intentTo give reward to virtue, vice its punishment.
Such moral reflections as . these are far from satisfac­
tory, because Mrs. Modern who is so central to this 
comedy is not presented in moral but in human terms. 
There‘is obviously no easy solution to the trap into 
which Mrs. Modem is cast.
Perhaps a more significant change than those in 
language or plot in the later comedies was the change 
in the approach to characterization. In the earlier 
comedies, most of the characters are type characters
or at least what Jocelyn Powell has called characters 
of judgment or criticism, as distinguished from charac­
ters of experience. Powell’s distinction is that char­
acters of criticism are seen in moral terms whereas 
characters of experience are seen in human terms. A 
character seen in human terms assumes the rights of a 
person and is exempt from ridicule or condemnation. As 
Powell writes, "The essential difference between the 
comedy of criticism and the comedy of experience is 
that in the former, though a good character may be 
given faults and a bad character virtues, there is never 
any serious doubt as to the category to which the charac­
ter belongs; whereas in the latter there are not cate- 
gories."
Most of the charaiters in The Modem Husband are 
clearly characters of criticism. Mr. Bellamant is a 
little more complex, but he is essentially a good 
character with a temporary weakness for Mrs. Modern’s 
attractions. Mrs. Modem, however, is a character of 
experience. Early in the play it appears that she is 
simply a humour character, but frequent soliloquies 
enlist forgiveness for her actions. In the scene which
g"George Etherege and the Form of Comedy" in 
Restoration Theatre. Stratford-Upon-Avon Studies 6, 
ed. John kusseli Brown & Bernard Harris (London: ~
Edward Arnold, Ltd., 1965)» p. 60.
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follows her full confession, Gaywit completely excuses 
her actions when he turns to Mrs. Bellamant and says,
"It is generous in you, madam, to pity the misfortunes 
of a woman whose faults are more her husband's than her 
own" (V.xii). Gaywit's remark is supported throughout 
the play. In the confession to Gaywit, Mrs. Modern 
complains, "I was forced to marry the latter [Mr.
Modem] by the commands of my parents." Mr. Modem 
considers her as nothing more than personal property:
"In short, madam, you shall not drive a separate trade 
at my expense. Your person is mine: I bought it law­
fully in the church; and unless I am to profit by the 
disposal, I shall keep it all for my own use" (IV.i).
Mrs. Modem is conscious that even to the good Mr. 
Bellamant she is simply something to be used and then 
paid for. The one man to whom she has given herself 
spurns her and tricks her into a confession overheard 
by Mr. and Mrs. Bellamant, Emilia, and Captain Merit.
'Dramaticus,' in the review mentioned earlier, has 
accurately pointed out the main weakness of The Modem 
Husband. "Now if half the persons of the Drama, and 
the conversation that passes between them, might all be 
entirely left out, without hurting the main action of
othe Play, all good judges will condemn the performance."'
^Henry Fielding: The Critical Heritage, p. 33*
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He then questioned the relevance of Captain Bellamant,
Lady Charlotte, Emilia, Mr. Gaywit, and Lord Richly and
his levee. The Modern Husband seems designed to be both
a satiric comedy of manners, *'a biting indictment of
fashionable corruption” as Digeon maintains,10 and a
character study focused upon Mrs. Modern, victim of a
society which condemns women to the position of social
inferiority, merely a husband's chattel.
Fielding's The Miser was produced at Drury Lane on
February 17, 1733, over a year after The Modern Husband.
Nicoll lists twenty-nine performances at Drury Lane in
1733 and three additional performances at the Little
11Haymarket Theatre late in the same year. It was by 
far Fielding's most popular comedy; in many ways it is 
also his best.
The most impressive aspect of the play is its 
unity, the lack of which had so blemished The Modem 
Husband. There is a rather strict observance of the 
unities of time, place, and action, A single but com­
plex plot is limited to one day in Lovegold's house. 
Although the focus shifts from servants to masters and 
back again, nothing is lost in transition. The genteel
l0The Novels of Fielding (London: George Rout-
ledge & Sons, Ltd,, 1925}, P* 10.
1:LA History of English Drama. II, 326.
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manners of the quality are also practiced by the ser­
vants, although sometimes awkwardly, and Fielding pur­
sues the same themes whether with servants or masters.
The play opens with a lover's quarrel between 
Lappet and Ramilie, servants to Lovegold. Mrs, Wheedle's 
visit interrupts the quarrel, and the inveterate gossip, 
Mrs, Lappet, reveals to her the secret affairs of the 
family which contain the essential background for the 
play's action. Harriet has fallen in love with Clermont, 
who rescued her when she was overset in a boat between 
Richmond and Twickenham. Lovegold barred his house 
against Clermont, but he has returned in the guise of a 
clerk to be near Harriet and meanwhile ingratiates him­
self with her father. Other essential exposition is 
furnished in three brief dialogues, between Harriet 
and Frederick, Lovegold and Ramilie, and Harriet, Fred­
erick and Lovegold. Frederick has no sooner confided in 
Harriet his love for Mariana, than Lovegold informs his 
children that he will himself marry Mariana and that 
Harriet will marry Mr. Spindle, ”a prudent, wise man, 
not much above fifty, and has a great fortune in the 
fund” (I.viii). What is more, Mr. Spindle is willing 
to take Harriet without a portion. For Frederick, Love­
gold has picked out a certain widow. The dialogue 
between Lovegold and Ramilie discovers the fact that
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Lovegold has about him three thousand guineas and fears 
their theft.
The main emphasis in working out this commonplace 
situation, in which young lovers are thwarted by a mem­
ber of the older society, an avaricious old man, falls 
on three characters— Lovegold, Mariana, and Lappet. 
Lovegold is the obstacle to young lovers commonly found 
in ironic phases of dramatic comedy. In addition to 
being old ("a good ten years above fifty"), euid avari­
cious, Lovegold is in love. Lappet reports that he is 
very much in love: "Oh profoundly! delightfully! Oh
that you had but seen him as I have! with his feet 
tottering, his eyes watering, his teeth chattering! his 
old trunk was shaken with a fit of love, just as if it 
had been a fit of an ague" (Ill.iv). Later Lappet and 
Lovegold are discussing Mariana when he responds with 
the passionate description, "Sweet kissing lips, swell­
ing breasts, and the finest shape that was ever 
embraced" (iV.viii). He catches Lappet in his arms; 
she reminds him that she is not Mariana and informs the 
audience in an aside that he is an old goat. The con­
flicting passions of avarice and lechery supply much of 
the humor in the play, for Lovegold is constantly being 
asked to make a choice between the two. Lappet is 
certain that Lovegold must choose lechery: "there is
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one trade, which, I thank Heaven, I am no stranger to, 
wherein all men are dabblers; and he who will scarce 
afford himself either meat or clothes, will still pay 
for the commodities I deal in** (II.v). Clermont, too, 
expects Lovegold to choose love: **1 thought it impos­
sible for any thing to have surmounted his avarice; but 
I find there is one little passion, which reigns trium­
phant in every mind it creeps into; and whether a man 
be covetous, proud, or cowardly, it is in the power of 
woman to make him liberal, humble, and brave” (III. 
xiii).
Lappet and Clermont confuse lechery and love; 
Lovegold does not. From the first he is interested in 
Mariana's possessions. As soon as Lappet convinces him 
that., although Mariana's fortune is small, she brings 
him additional assets in her frugality and moderate 
tastes, Lovegold finds he is very much in love: "Since
I find I have great occasion for a wife, I might have 
searched all over this town, and not have got one 
cheaper" (Ill.xii). Initially it might appear that there 
is a conflict of passions, but Lovegold's lechery is 
always in a proper perspective, subordinate to his pas­
sion for gold.
Although Lovegold's temporary struggle between love 
(lechery) and gold is amusing, the effects of his passion
on his relations with his children, his servants, and 
the world outside his house are sobering, Frederick has 
been kept so sparingly by Lovegold that he must borrow 
of a usurer at unreasonable interest, (The usurer turns 
out to be his father.) He is not eager to enter his 
servant Ramilie*s conspiracy to rob Lovegold, but he 
does say, "To what straits are we reduced by the cursed 
avarice of fathers! Well may we wish them dead, when their 
death is the only introduction to our living" (Il.i).
The relationship between Lovegold and his daughter is 
no less callous. When Clermont finally confesses his 
disguise and his intention to take Harriet away, Love­
gold can only think of his stolen guineas, Lovegold never 
acknowledges that Harriet is the "inestimable treasure" 
Clermont has taken and laments, "Oh! my money, my money, 
my money!" (V.xviii), The servants are also despised by 
the miser, but there is little sympathy generated for 
them because they are basically as avaricious as Lovegold 
and seem quite able to shift for themselves. As for the 
world, James, cook or coachman depending on current 
demand and uniform, reports,
They make ten thousand stories of you; one says, that you have always a quarrel ready with your 
servants at quarter-day, or when they leave you, in order to find an excuse to give them nothing. 
Another says, that you were taken one night steal­
ing your own oats from your own horses; for which 
your coachman very handsomely belaboured your
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back. In a word, sir, one can go no where, where 
you are not the byeword; you are the laughing­
stock of all the world; and you are never men­tioned but by the names of covetous, scaping, stingy—
(Ill.iii)
Despite its distaste for Lovegold, the whole world— Mr. 
Furnish, an upholsterer, Mr. Sparkle, a jeweller, Mr. 
Satin, a mercer, Mr. List, a tailor, and Charles 
Bubbleboy, seller of rings and snuff boxes— finds its 
way to his door, minding the main chance when the news 
breaks of Mariana's prodigal spending.
Mariana, the object of the miser's lust, is unus­
ually presented. She evokes a different response each 
time she appears. When Frederick first announces his 
love for Mariana, Harriet responds, "Mariana! ha, ha, 
ha!— you have started a wildgoose chase, indeed. But, 
if you could ever prevail on her, you may depend on it, 
it is an arrant impossibility to prevail on my father, 
and you may easily imagine what success a disinherited 
son may likely expect with a woman of her temper" (I.v). 
Mariana does not appear until Act II, scene iii. She 
seems an accomplished coquette, with affected speech 
and manners, and a love for cards. In this and the 
next scene she is essentially attractive, especially 
when juxtaposed to the censorious Harriet. Mariana's 
next appearance is Act III, scene vii. She has come 
with her mother to entertain the formal proposals of
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Lovegold. Frederick finds an opportunity to court 
Mariana, and while he is doing so sister Harriet comes 
in.
Harriet. . • . Well, have you told him?
Mariana. Told him what?
Harriet. Why, what you told me this afternoon; that you loved him.
Mariana. I tell you I loved him!— Oh! barbarous falsehood!
Mariana is piqued at Harriet's breech of confidence and, 
of course, the fact that she has destroyed any advantage 
Mariana might have held in the affair with Frederick. 
Hereafter, Mariana seems determined to marry Lovegold.
After the scene described above, Clermont says of 
Mariana in a soliloquy, "As she is a coquette, there is 
no answering for any of her actions" (Ill.xiii). With 
the same opinion, Harriet consoles Frederick: "I am
sure, if she were to be lost in the manner you appre­
hend, she would be the best loss you ever had in your 
life" (IV.v). Mariana's next appearance is in an inter­
view with Lappet who has come to plead the case against 
the marriage to Lovegold. Mariana seems adamant in her 
resolution, and Lappet leaves her saying, "I begin to 
doubt whether this sweet-tempered creature will not 
marry in spite at last" (IV.vi). As soon as a contract 
has been signed which binds Lovegold to a forfeiture of 
ten thousand pounds if he decides not to marry Mariana,
142
she begins to prepare a reception for no less than five 
hundred guests; to replenish her wardrobe* and to redoc- 
orate Lovegold*s house. It begins to appear Mariana is 
just as Harriet had described her, Frederick, promoting 
his own suit, attempts to evoke a sincere denial of her 
interest in Lovegold.
Frederick, • • • there is nothing in him so 
charming as to captivate a woman of your sense in a moment,
Mariana. You are mistaken, sir; money; money,
the most charming of all things; money, which will say more in one moment that the most elegant lover can in years. Perhaps you will 
say a man is not young; I answer he is rich.He is not genteel, handsome, witty, brave, 
good humoured; but he is rich, rich, rich, rich, rich— that one word contradicts every thing you can say against him.
(Ill.vii)
Because of the statements of Clermont and Harriet' 
and Mariana*s own behavior, her distasteful actions 
seem natural expressions of her character. Only five 
short scenes before the end of the play is there any 
intimation that Mariana-has contrived the marriage bond 
with the intention of forcing Lovegold to forfeit the 
gold rather than support her extravagance. Mariana's 
actions are only clear when she gives the ten thousand 
pound forfeiture to Frederick, saying they are "in the 
hands of one who I think deserves them" (V.xvii)• One 
of Fielding's contemporaries objected that Mariana's 
character is in violation of Horace, who insists that
a character "must be kept to the end the same as he has
12been from the beginning, and must be consistent."
There is, however, the possibility that Fielding is 
aware of Horace's dictum but is consciously experiment­
ing with its violation. In "An Essay on the Knowledge 
of the Characters of Men," Fielding points out two 
causes for our mistakes in assessing men's characters. 
The first is that we accept their words against their 
actions; the second is that we accept their public 
character against their actions. Even when these 
errors are corrected, however, there is still the prob­
lem that any real knowledge of men's characters usually
13requires a long period of observing their actions. 
Perhaps Mariana is a dramatic proof of his proposition.
Near the end of The Miser. Lappet laments to 
Mariana, "Oh! madam, what a pity it is that a woman of 
my excellent talents should be confined to so low a 
sphere of life as I am! Had I been born a great lady, 
what a deal of good should I have done in the world!" 
(V.xi). The play argues the validity of Lappet's 
implication that the only essential difference between
12'Cynick,* The Auditor (March 23# 1933)* Reprinted in Henry Fielding: The Critical Heritage,
p. 70. See Hforace. Ars Eoetica. 11. 1&0-7.
13Works. VI, 33&-353.
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her, and the whole cast of servants as well, is simply 
a matter of birth. Lappet's world is a reflection of 
her mistress's, and her character echoes that of Love­
gold and Mariana.
When the play opens, Lappet is the coquette and 
Ramilie is the beau. Ramilie has given offense by 
dancing a minuet with Mrs. Susan Cross-stitch at the 
last assembly. Lappet lays down conditions by which 
Ramilie can be pardoned:
Lappet. None of your wheedling, sir; that won't do. If you ever hope to speak to me more, 
let me see you affront the little minx in the next assembly you meet her.
Ramilie. I'll do it; and luckily, you know, 
we are to have a ball at my Lord Landy's the first night he lies out of town, where I'll give your revenge ample satisfaction.
(I.i)
Mrs. Wheedle interrupts this conversation; she has 
taken time from her busy life to visit Lappet and 
Ramilie, who do not seem to have the time to visit her. 
Ramilie apologizes for his absences, "I don't know how 
it is in this parliament time, one's whole days are so 
taken up in the Court of Request, and one's evenings 
at Quadrille, the deuce take me if I have seen one 
opera since I came to town. Oh! now I mention operas, 
if you have a mind to see Cato, I believe I can steal 
my master's silver ticket** (I.ii).
Lappet is almost as avaricious as Lovegold. She 
brags to Ramilie, "Ah, sir, let me alone to drain a 
man; I have the secret to open his heart, and his purse 
too" (II.v). She opens Lovegold*s heart, but just as 
Ramilie predicts she fails at his purse. After Lappet 
has volunteered her talents to promote Frederick’s suit 
with Mariana, she reminds him, "But, sir, Mr. Clermont 
was mentioning a certain little word called Interest, 
just now. I should not repeat it to you, sir, but that 
really one goes about a thing with so much a better 
will, and one has so much better luck in it too, when 
one has got some little matter by it" (IV.iii).
Lappet is given some very difficult assignments.
She is convinced by Ramilie that it is in Frederick's 
best interest that Lovegold marry Mariana. She succeeds 
in selling Lovegold the marriage. She is then asked by 
Frederick to undo all she has done. Promising to do 
just that, she reassures him, "Alas! sir, I never did 
any thing yet so effectually, but that I have been 
capable of undoing it; nor have I ever said any thing 
so positively, but that I have been able as positively, 
to unsay it again. As for truth, I have neglected it 
so long, that I often forget which side of the question 
it is of" (IV.iii). Mariana maneuvers with the same 
sort of confidence.
As some of the passages cited illustrate, the 
language of this comedy is usually natural; the only 
instances of decorative language are found in some of 
the coquettishly affected speeches of Mariana. There 
are, however, two elements of language which Fielding 
uses for comic effects in this play that cannot be 
observed in the earlier comedies. Repetition is one 
of these. This device was used in Love in Several 
Masques with Sir Positive Trap, whose most positive and 
predictable action was to swear "by the right hand of 
the Traps." In this comedy it is used over and over.
At times it is a sort of mimicry. In Act I, scene vii, 
it is seen in an interview between Lovegold and Fred­
ericks
Lovegold. . . .  what think you of a certain young 
lady, called Mariana?
Frederick. Mariana, sir!
Lovegold. Ay, what do you think of her?
Frederick. Think of her, sir!
Lovegold. Why do you repeat my words?
A similar interview occurs between Lovegold and Harriet 
when he has offered her Mr. Spindles
Harriet. I thank you, my dear papa, but I hadrather not marry, if you please. [Curtsying.]
Lovegold [mimicking her curtsy]. I thank you, my 
dear daughter/ but I had rather you should 
marry him, if you please.
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Harriet, Pardon me, dear sir.
Lovegold. Pardon me, dear madam.
Other instances of repetition used for comic effect 
might be cited: (I.ix), "Without a portion;" (II.ii),
Frederick returns Lovegold*s charges in similar phrases; 
(V.xi and xviii), treasure is repeated over and over, 
meaning three thousand guineas to Lovegold and Harriet 
to Clermont.
The catalogue is another element of language used 
for comic effect, particularly in three scenes, (Il.i), 
(II.vi), and (Ill.iii). The first is a catalogue of 
items to be granted Frederick by the usurer instead of 
a hundred pounds. The second is the catalogue of the 
ways in which Lappet would have Lovegold believe Mariana 
will save him money. The third is James*s description 
of an appropriate entree for Lovegold*s supper. Circum­
stances surrounding the catalogues are, of course, what 
make them funny. The list of goods in the place of a
hundred pounds is very long and each item is meticulously
described— so many things all together worth nothing.
The following is only a partial catalogue, about one-* -o.
third:
Item. One suit of drugget, with silver but- tons, the buttons only the worse for wearing.
Item. Two muskets, one of which only wants thelock. One large silver watch, with Tompion*s 
name to it. One snuff-box, with a picture in it
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bought at Mr. Deard's; a proper present for a 
mistress. Five pictures without frames; if not 
originals, all copies by good hands; and one fine 
frame without a picture. (II.i)
As Lappet offers her catalogue, Lovegold reacts, 
"Lappet, I must touch, touch, touch something real"
(II.vi). James’s extravagance provokes Lovegold’s 
passion and putting his hand before James's mouth, he 
cries, "Ah, villain! you are eating up all I am worth" 
(IH.iii).
Another comic device Fielding uses for the first 
time in The Miser is action. Until The Miser Fielding 
used almost no action (there is the struggle between 
Ramble and Hilaret in Rape Upon Rape) and none purely 
for comic effect. The Miser abounds in such actions 
the reciprocal curtsies of Lovegold and Harriet (I. 
viii); Ramilie and Mr. Decoy sneaking off stage while 
Frederick outfaces Lovegold (Il.ii); Lovegold's alter­
nate facial expressions as Lappet tries to alternately 
convince him of Mariana's affection and of her need 
for money (II.vi); Lovegold's cough (Ill.i); James's 
\changes of habit to become cook or coachman (IH.iii); 
Lovegold's stopping James's mouth (IH.iii); James's 
confrontation of Clermont which results in pursuits 
and retreats across the stage and Clermont's ultimately 
kicking James off the stage (IH.iii); Frederick's
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taking the ring from his father's finger to give it as 
a token to Mariana of Lovegold's love (III.v); Lovegold's
• V#.,
appearing to be deaf to entreaties for money from Lappet 
(IV.ix); Lovegold's catching himself by the arm as he 
pursues the thief (IV.xvi); Lovegold's stopping Lappet's 
mouth as she tells Mariana that he will settle for eight 
of the ten thousand pounds (V.xiv). Associated with 
these actions are numerous stage properties: lists,
uniforms, rings, money, and all the different wares of 
the tradesmen. These are rare in the earlier comedies.
In spite of these and other humorous aspects of 
The Miser, the dire consequences of avarice are always 
in focus. Lovegold is not reconciled to his family and 
absorbed into the triumphant society. His last words 
are, "My family be hanged; if I am robbed, I don't 
care who robs me. I would as soon hang my son as 
another— and I will hang him, if he does not restore 
me all I have lost: for I would not give half the
sum to save the whole world— I will go and employ all 
the lawyers in town: for I will have my money again or 
never sleep more" (V.xviii)• Lovegold is not just a 
comic humour character; he is wretched. Clermont 
observes in the closing lines of the play, "Misery is 
generally the end of all vice; but it is the very mark 
at which avarice seems to aim."
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The brilliant success of The Miser was followed by 
the dismal failure of The Universal Gallant: or. The 
Different Husbands. Fielding's seventh dramatic comedy.
It was produced at Drury Lane February 10 and 12,
1735»^ The Prompter. No. 29, for February 18, 1735» 
took notice of The Universal Gallant in an article 
entitled, ’’The Case Between Dramatic Writers and the 
Town stated, in respect to the Taste of the one and the 
Merits of the other." The writer cites the repudiation 
of The Universal Gallant to refute accusations of the 
prevailing bad tastes "if the Town had really the bad 
Taste. they are represented to have, this Play would
have run the remaining Part of the Season, in an
15uninterrupted Course of Applause."
Cross cites three reasons for the poor reception
of The Universal Gallant, dullness, "caustic remarks on
the frailties of women," and the fact that no scene before
16Act V is really dramatic. The play is dull and undra- 
matic because Fielding wrote a thesis play, a dramatic 
apologue. The thesis is that, no matter what the
•̂ L̂. P. Goggin, "Development of Techniques in 
Fielding's Comedies," PMLA. 67 (1952), 773, gives late 1733 through early 1734 as the time of composition.
"^Reprinted in The Gentleman's Magazine. 5 
(February 1735), ^9*
^Cross, I, 172.
evidence to the contrary, man persists in being a victim 
of self-delusions. In Act II, Sir Simon Raffler is 
explaining to Mrs. Raffler (his sister-in-law) why he 
knows that he has been cuckolded by Captain Spark: 
"Lookye, sister, if he had told me this at first, I 
should not have regarded it; but I pumpt it out of him. 
He is a very close fellow, and proper to be trusted with 
a secret, I can tell, you; for he told me just the con­
trary; but truth will out [italics mine], sister; 
besides, did you not hear my wife confess it?*1 The 
truth Sir Simon Raffler has discovered is but one of a 
series of untruths he discovers, accepting them as 
truths because they concur with his self-delusion. He 
believes his wife unfaithful, and although ample evi­
dence to the contrary is presented him, he persists in 
believing "that I am a cuckold, and shall find it out" 
(V.i). The truth will not out for Colonel Raffler 
either. Twice he witnesses his wife making love, first 
with Mr. Gaylove and then with Mr. Mondish. Twice he 
is convinced by weakly contrived arguments that the 
appearances are false. He persists in believing his 
wife's statement, "I have taken a strict resolution to 
be virtuous, as long as my husband thinks me so" (IV. 
i), and he vows always to think her so.
If inevitably then man is the victim of self- 
delusion, he had best adopt the sort of delusion which
Colonel Raffler has:
Mr. Mondish. If a man can be happy in marriage,
I dare swear he is: his wife is young,
handsome, witty, and constant— in his opinion.
Mr. Gaylove. And that is the same as if she 
were so in reality; for if a man be happy in his own opinion, I see little reason why 
he should trouble himself about the world's.(I.i)
The irony is apparent in the speakers and in the drama­
tist.
The most important evidence supporting the play's 
thesis is developed around the brothers, Colonel Raffler 
and Sir Simon Raffler. Each is anxious to preserve his 
delusions, and each has a wife eager to help him do so. 
The Colonel's wife has the wit to always appear virtu­
ous to the credulous Colonel. She says to Lady Raffler, 
"Take my word for it, child, pure nature won't do, the 
world will easily see your faults, but your virtues must 
be shown artfully, or they will not be discovered. Art 
goes beyond nature; and a woman who has only virtue in 
her face will pass much better through the world than 
she who has it only in her heart" (II.i). Lady Raffler, 
on the other hand, is an intolerable prude but will do 
anything to "have the comfort to think he [Sir Simon] is 
sufficiently punished in the torments of his own mind"
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The minor characters in the play, Mr. Mondish, Mr. 
Gaylove, Captain Spark, and Clarinda, offer little to 
the plot, which is primarily designed to argue a thesis. 
Only Mr. Mondish contributes significantly to the play’s 
action. He contrives an encounter between Gaylove and 
Mrs. Raffler which exposes her to the Colonel. Mr. 
Mondish is motivated by a desire for revenge; he confides 
in a soliloquy, "This is not the most generous action 
that I am about but she has piqued my pride, and whatever 
the consequence, I am resolved to be revenged on her” 
(IV.i). After he is intoxicated by a bottle of Burgundy, 
he is himself caught in Mrs. Raffler*s embrace by the 
Colonel, and the Colonel is none the wiser nor any less 
under delusion.
Mr. Gaylove is in love with Clarinda but when Mr. 
Mondish offers to arrange an assignation between him and 
Mrs. Raffler, he responds, "If I was sure the lady was 
in necessity, I don*t know how far my good nature might 
carry me, for the devil take me if I am not one of the 
best-natured critics in the world" (Ill.i). He does not 
hesitate to pursue the venture. Mr. Gaylove's Clarinda 
is a modern, plain dealing girl who shocks Lady Raffler 
with "I hope I should have fondness for a fellow I would 
make a husband of" (IV.i).
Captain Spark, the universal gallant, has predeces­
sors everywhere— in Congreve, Wycherley, Jonson, Fielding
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himself. Mr. Mondish describes the Captain to Sir Simon 
Raffler, "A relation of mine, a courtier, and so fine a 
gentleman, that (if you will believe him) he has had all 
the fine women in town" (I.i). Captain Spark is given 
an opportunity to make love to Lady Raffler (really Sir 
Simon in disguise) but shuns it, proving as Mr. Gaylove 
had observed before that **a squirrel is a more dangerous 
rival" (I.i).
Bateson refers to The Universal Gallant as The
1 7Double-Dealer manque. There are indeed several 
similarities between the plays, but it is surprising 
that anyone would suggest a relation between them. The 
assignation Mondish contrives between Mrs. Raffler and 
Mr. Gaylove is similar to one arranged by Maskwell 
between Lady Touchwood and Mellefont, with similar 
results in both cases. However, Mondish's behavior is 
motivated by a desire to revenge Mrs. Raffler whereas 
Maskwell's (he says in Act II) is out of love for 
Cynthia. In Act III, though, he appears to be simply 
an unmotivated villain, intrigued by his own villainy; 
"Well, this Double-Dealing is a Jewel," he says in 
soliloquy. Mr. Mondish says of Colonel Raffler that 
"he is one of those wisemen, to whose friendship you
•̂ English Comic Drama: 1700-1750.
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must have his wife's recommendation; and so far from 
being jealous of your lying with her, that he is always 
suspicious you don't like her” (I.i), This description 
might just as validly have been spoken of Sir Paul Plyant 
in The Double-Dealer. Mr. Mondish observes, "And if a 
man will put his horns in his pocket, none will ever 
pick his pocket of 'em— If he will be so good as to be 
very easy under being a cuckold, the good-natured world 
will suffer his wife to be easy under making him one”
(I.i). In The Double-Dealer there are two such old, fond, 
credulous husbands in addition to Sir Paul Plyant— Lord 
Touchwood and Lord Froth. All are cut from essentially 
the same pattern as is Colonel Raffler, without any 
marked distinctions. The wives are also more alike than 
different, equally anxious to cuckold their husbands.
The old husbands and wives in Congreve's play are simply 
objects of comical satire. In The Universal Gallant 
the husbands and wives are also objects of comical satire, 
but the contrasts between them are essential to a demon­
stration of man as victim of self-delusion.
Fielding's last dramatic comedy, The Fathers, or 
The Good-Natured Man. was performed at Drury Lane nearly 
twenty-five years after his death, November 30> 177&.
It ran, not quite continuously, for nine nights ending 
on December 12. Cross guesses that the play was
written sometime between The Miser (1733) and Pasguin
id(1736). Goggin argues on the basis of the Preface to
19the Miscellanies for 1743 as the time of completion. ^
The similarities in techniques and quality between The 
Miser and The Fathers seem to support the fact that the 
play was at least conceived some time around 1733* The 
manuscript of the play was lost for several years before 
it was discovered in 1776 by John Hanbury Williams 
(nephew and heir to Sir Charles Hanbury Williams) while 
he was looking over his uncle's library at Coldbrook. 
Cross conjectures that Fielding had submitted the manu­
script to his friend Sir Charles for his criticism a
20short time before taking his voyage to Lisbon in 1753. 
Fortunately, the play came into the hands of Garrick
who recognized it as Fielding's. Garrick had, of course,
21seen the play back in 1743. When Sheridan, who
succeeded Garrick as manager of Drury Lane, learned of
The Fathers, he chose to produce the play, leaving
"nothing undone to make the appearance of The Fathers




2^See chap. Ill, p. 75.
22Cross, III, 104.
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new costumes, an excellent cast, and even withdrew his 
own School for Scandal for several nights.
Garrick undertook the rewriting of The Fathers 
but soon left it entirely to Sheridan. Some editing 
and alteration was probably inevitable, especially 
since the manuscript was reportedly tattered. What 
alterations were made it is impossible to know. Cross 
suggests several possible revisions and alterations.
He notes that Fielding's usual hath is changed to has 
in many places. He suggests the possibility that 
Sheridan may have contributed the opening quarrel 
between Mr. and Mrs. Boncour, that "the apology at the
end for a comedy with a catastrophe is Garrick's; it
23hardly sounds like Fielding." ' Garrick wrote the 
prologue and epilogue to the play. In the main, how­
ever, Cross thinks that the play went "to the theatre
n  I
essentially as it came from the hands of Fielding."
The play is much more polished and well unified than 
most of Fielding's comedies. However, it is no more so 
than The Miser, and the close unity of the play supports 
Cross's judgment that the play is essentially Fielding's.
23Ibid.
24Ibid.. p. 103
The Fathers is a comment on good nature which is 
presented in a series of contrasts, two brothers, two 
fathers, and two sets of children. Mr. Boncour is the 
good-natured man. When Sir George Boncour upbraids 
Mr. Boncour for allowing his good nature to make him a 
dupe, the latter replies, "Well, I had rather be the 
bubble of other men’s will than of ray own; for let me 
tell you, brother, whatever impositions knavery puts 
upon others, it puts greater on itself" (Ill.i). Sir 
George Boncour is the declared enemy of good nature, 
"Good nature! damn the word! I hate it!— they say it 
is a word so peculiar to our language that it can’t 
be translated into any other— Good nature! (IH.iii).
The two fathers are Mr. Boncour, of course, and 
Old Valence. Mr. Boncour indulges all his children's 
desires; he tells his brother George he had rather be 
indulgent than to deny his children and be answerable 
for the methods they are forced into to get money. But 
there is more than this to Mr. Boncour's indulgence.
He says in a soliloquy, "How wretched is that animal, 
whose whole happiness centres in himself; who cannot 
feel any satisfaction but in the indulgence of his own 
appetite. I feel my children still a part of me; they 
are, as it were, additional senses, which let in daily 
a thousand pleasures to me; my enjoyments are not
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confined to those which nature hath adopted to my own 
years, but I can in my son's fruition taste those of 
another age— nor am I charitable, but luxurious, when 
I bestow on them the instruments of their pleasures"
(I.i). This is the description of the perfect good- 
natured man.
Old Valence is Mr. Boncour's polar opposite. He 
withholds money from his children and makes a point of 
standing between them and their pleasures. Over and 
over he prides himself on his severity! "Severity is 
indeed the whole duty of a parent" (Il.i). In the 
same scene he speaks with pride on the results of his 
approach after an interview with his daughter, "Ah, 
there's nothing like severity! children are so vile, 
that one dares not indulge one's good inclination toward 
them." Actually Old Valence does not seem capable of 
good inclinations toward his children. When Mr.
Boncour proposes a double wedding between his son and 
daughter and Old Valence's son and daughter, Old 
Valence, with no thought of the children's happiness, 
sees an opportunity to profit from Mr. Boncour's 
eagerness to make the children happy.
The final contrast is developed between the 
Boncour children and the Valence children. The Boncour 
children appear to be spoiled brats, concerned with
nothing other than self-gratification at the expense 
of Mr. Boncour*s good nature. Mr. Boncour delivers a 
hundred pounds to Young Boncour*s lavish quarters. Its 
reception is, "A hundred! Gad, it is but a hundred.” 
The father*s response is, "Call on me by and by, and 
your wants shall be supplied" (I.i). When Mr. Boncour 
informs Miss Boncour that he has entered into negotia­
tions toward her marriage to Young Valence, she pre­
tends not even to know, the young man: "And pray tell
me, dear sir, what makes you suspect any thing between
me and M r .  -— ? I forget the creature's name!"
(Il.ii). In an interview with her brother, however, 
Miss Boncour confesses, "Why then I do love him, and 
shall love him to all eternity" (iV.ii).
One of Fielding's most comical scenes in the play 
shows Boncour's children at their worst. Having 
received a letter from Old Valence in which he demands 
exorbitant settlements, Mr. Boncour resolves to break 
off the marriage negotiations. The children are 
shocked and outraged. They appeal to Mrs. Boncour, 
who is also a spoiled shrew: whatever Mr. Boncour does
in her interest is interpreted by her as an act of 
neglect or indifference.
Mrs. Boncour. Why do you address yourself to me? there stands the good man who wisely contrived this match, and then with so much resolution 
broke it off.
l6l
Young Boncour. My passion, till you encouraged 
it, was governable— 'Twas you, sir, who did give me hope, who cherished my young love; 
and, though the modesty of her sex may make her backward to own it, my sister's heart is 
as deeply concerned as mine.
Miss Boncour. Thank you, brother, but never mind 
me:— I had my father's command to give my promise, and I must not obey him if he com­mands me to break it.
Young Boncour. [Takes hold of his sleeve.1 Sir,I beseech you—
Miss Boncour. [Takes hold of the other.] Dear 
papa—
Mrs. Boncour. And for what reason was this secret kept from me?
Miss Boncour. When he hath put it into his children's heads—
Young Boncour. When their whole happiness is at stake.— Then it is into a family of so good a character—
Mrs. Boncour. I must take my children's parts, and you shall consent, or never—
Miss Boncour. I'll never let go your hand—
Young Boncour. I'll never rise again—
At this point Sir George Boncour enters, and Mr. Boncour 
asks his assistance. Sir George reacts with a parody 
of his brother's former behavior, saying to wife and 
children, in effect, MYes, he is a cruel, hard-hearted 
bastard to mistreat you this way":
Sir George Boncour. Can you imagine I will be 
your friend, brother, when you run rashly of 
your own head into schemes of consequence without taking the advice of her, your best 
friend, your best counsellor?
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Mrs. Boncour. True, dear brother—
Slr George Boncour. And then when you have done 
so, and suffered a fine gentleman here to engage his precious affections, to fix his 
constant heart, which always dotes with the same ardour on the same beauteous object—[Sir George had earlier berated his brother 
for allowing Young Boncour to keep a mistress while, at the same time, proposing marriage.]
Young Boncour. True, by heavens!
Sir George Boncour. And this little bud here, to 
throw off her virgin modesty, and all over­spread with blushes and confusion, to tell an odious man she. will have him, which nothing but heredity to you could ever extort from her—
Miss Boncour. True, dear uncle!
Sir George Boncour. Then after all this, out of 
base worldly motives, such as should never enter into the thoughts of a good man—
Young Boncour. Too true—
Sir George Boncour. To disappoint all their hopes, 
to ruin all their fair prospects of happiness—  to throw your wife into an ill humour—
Mrs. Boncour. Monster!
Sir George Boncour. To make your son here dis­
tracted.
Young Boncour. Unnatural father!
Sir George Boncour. To break your daughter's 
heart!
In the fourth Act, the Boncour children show dif­
ferent colors. Sir George reports that his brother is 
bankrupt and goes to Old Valence to make a loan. When 
Young Boncour hears the news, he goes immediately to 
his father and offers his portion of the mother's
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estate in aids "Send for a lawyer this moments let 
him point out the methods if there were no other way my 
blood should sign the deed. Oh, my father, believe me,
I am blest to give you this trifling instance of my duty, 
of my affection! (IV.iv). Miss Boncour, too, shows her 
mettle by turning off Young Valence's proposals that she 
become his mistress, and by coldbloodedly exposing Young 
Valence before the witness of Mr. Boncour and Old Valence.
On the other hand, the Valence children appear hum­
ble, dutiful, and attractive early in the play. Young 
Valence is grateful when Old Valence gives.him ten 
pounds, and Miss Valence is grateful when he gives her 
two pieces, the first gift since an opera ticket almost 
a year before. However, both children quickly resign 
their affections for the Boncour children when they 
learn of the Boncours' loss of fortune. Young Valence 
proves a villain, offering to make Miss Boncour his 
mistress with what money he can cheat his father of.
Miss Valence quickly resigns Young Boncour, mistakenly 
thinking the rich Young Kennel is in love with her.
Seemingly outside the main interest of the play 
are Sir Gregory Kennel and his son, Young Kennel. Sir 
Gregory is a fox-hunting, hard drinking country squire 
who has given Young Kennel the "tower of Europe" to 
make him a gentleman. However, he has neglected the
rest of the son's education completely. Young Kennel 
falls in love with Miss Boncour when he sees her at an 
opera. When he offers himself to Miss Boncour, she 
responds with laughter. His ignorance and crudity 
repulse even Sir George Boncours "Wedding directly! what, 
do you think you are coupling some of your animals in 
the country? Do you think that a union of bodies is all 
that is requisite in a state, wherein there can be no 
happiness without a union of minds too?" (V.v). Young 
Kennel begins to recognize his rudeness and condemns 
his father for not having given him a rational educa­
tion. In his last speech he vows to acquire an education 
and become worthy of the object of his loves "Oh, heav­
ens! I'll do any thing to mend my understanding rather 
than lose the only woman I can love; and though I have 
hated books as I do the devil, if that be the only way 
to improve it, I'll pore my eyes out rather than lose 
her" (V.v).
The Fathers has an unusual ending. The humorous
i
family of Valences are expunged from society. Miss 
Valence goes into a passion when she finds Young 
Kennel loves Miss Boncour; Young Valence is disinheri­
ted; Old Valence leaves the stage in a rage: "I will 
go home, turn my daughter out of doors, disinherit my 
son, give my estate to build an hospital, and then hang 
myself up at the next charitable tree I can find" (V.v).
Among the Boncours, there are the resolutions of Mrs. 
Boncour and Young Boncour to show more appreciation for 
Mr. Boncour. Finally, there is Young Kennel’s promise 
to make himself worthy of Miss Boncour. Reflecting upon 
the action of the play, Sir George Boncour says, "What 
a variety of strange events has this day produced! I 
can't help thinking, that they might furnish out a good 
subject for comedy." Mr. Boncour replies, "Only a 
catastrophe would be wanting; because you know it is a 
constant rule, that comedies should end in a marriage" 
(V.v). The reply of Mr. Boncour serves as a reminder 
that no new society has replaced the old.
The two central ideas developed in The Fathers are 
the role of the good-natured man in society and the 
proper education of youth. The play demonstrates that 
the good-natured man, although he has a high self-esteem, 
is the easy victim of society. Boncour*s wife and 
children and Old Valence see good nature as something 
by which they can profit or as an easy target for abuse. 
It takes the strategy of Sir George Boncour to set 
things right. True, the children show reciprocal good 
nature, but the wife is changed mainly by the severity 
Sir George recommends. Only through Sir George's scheme 
do Mr. Boncour and his children discover the villainy 
of the Valence f am il y  and the false delusion under which 
they suffered.
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The effects of education are contrasted in the 
Boncour and Valence children. The Boncours respond to 
liberal, charitable education with liberality and char­
ity; the Valences respond to a mean, severe education 
with greed and filial infidelity. Young Kennel, who 
seems somewhat extraneous to the play, also fits into
the education scheme. In him is observed the fact .
that even a distorted and inadequate education need not
necessarily destroy good inclinations.
Contemporary audiences apparently found The Fathers
a good play. A contemporary critic said of the play,
"The opposite Dispositions of the two Fathers, whose
families are inclined to unite, are delineated so
exactly from Nature; the Sentiments of the Piece are
so genuine; and the Dialogue so easy and witty, that it
cannot fail of pleasing, if it be fairly and properly
2.5kept on the Theatre.n y Although Cross, in a rare 
lapse of careful writing, reports that Fielding him­
self thought it an inferior piece, Fielding actually 
thought highly of The Fathers. In the Preface to The 
Miscellanies, he says that he chose to let The Wedding- 
Day be performed in 1743 rather "than to sacrifice a
2^The St. James*s Chronicle (December 1, 1776)• Reprinted in Henry Yielding: The Critical Heritage,
p. 437.
more favourite, and in the opinion of others, a much 
more valuable performance, and which would have had 
very little assistance from him [Garrick]."
26Works, VII, 319
CHAPTER VI
THE INFLUENCE OF MDLIERE
Moliere's influence has been found in Fielding’s
very first comedies, especially by French critics.
Aurelien Digeon says Love in Several Masques (172#)
"makes frequent use of Moliere, for example, in the
character of Wisemore, an English Alceste, and in the
artifice which brings about the denouement, inspired
1by Les Femmes Savantes." G. E. Parfitt agrees with 
Digeon and adds, "Lady Matchless, riche veuve coquette, 
est evidemment copiee sur Celimene, en effet (II.l) 
elle peint le caractere de ses amoureaux d'une facjon 
qui nous rappelle immediatement Le Misanthrope. II. 4
oet V. 3." Cross also remarks that at this time 
Fielding was reading Moliere.'* There is nothing to 
support Cross's remark, and the borrowings cited by 
Digeon and Parfitt are similarities only in a very 
broad sense.
~*~The Novels Of Fielding (London: George Routledge
& Sons, Ltd., l9257,' p. 6, nl.
oL*influence Francaise dans les Ceuvres de Field­ing et aans Te Theatre anglais contemporain de ses 
Comedies (Paris: Les Presses Modernes, 192077 P» 45.
•*The History of Henry Fielding (New Haven: Yale
Univ. Press, 1918), I, "637
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Parfitt also follows Digeon in pointing to the 
similarities between Thomas Diafoirus in Moliere's Le 
Malade Imaginaire and Young Pedant in The Temple Beau 
(1730). Again the comparison seems strained. However, 
Parfitt rightly finds that "Lady Pedant nous rappelle 
parfois Celimene— au fait la scene entre Lady Pedant 
et Lady Gravely (I.l), est tout simplement une repro­
duction de la conversation entre Celimene et Arsinoe 
(Misanthrope. Ill, 5).**̂  Lady Lucy Pedant is a more 
shallow and far less attractive coquette than Celimene, 
and there is no justification for calling Celimene 
Fielding's model, except that she has the lines of 
Celimene in the scene which Parfitt cites from Moliere's 
Misanthrope. On the basis of the borrowings Parfitt 
finds in the early comedies, he says, "Fielding conna^t 
tres bien Moliere, et souvent il va directement aux 
pieces originelles pour y trouver son inspiration."'
His statement is not adequately supported, but the one 
scene which Parfitt accurately identifies as a borrowing 
from Moliere does establish the fact that Fielding had 
taken close notice of Moliere as early as 1730.
Fielding's next dramatic piece in which the influ­
ence of Moliere has been seen is The Debauchees, or. The
^L'influence Francaise. p. 45. 
^Ibid.. p. 44.
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Jesuit Caught (1732). Cross says that here Fielding 
had in mind Moliere's Tartuffe:̂  Digeon is more defi­
nite and says, "Here the influence of Moliere's
: rjTartuffe is obvious." The Debauchees is a three-act 
comic farce which ridicules Father Martin, who conceals 
his hypocrisy behind the clerical habit just as 
Tartuffe hides his behind the mantle of religious piety. 
The satire is aimed at the Catholic faith as much as at 
hypocrisy. Father Martin says, in a soliloquy, "Super­
stition, I adore thee,
Thou handle to the cheated layman's mind,By which in fetters priestcraft leads mankind.(I.xi)
The piece comes close, at times, to being what some had 
charged that Tartuffe was (a charge Moliere had denied 
in the Preface to the 1669 edition of Tartuffe), a 
satire on religion. Except for the fact that both plays 
treat hypocrisy veiled by religion, a commonplace of 
literature, the theatre and life, according to Van Laun, 
the plays are in no wise similar.
^Cross, I, 126.
7The Novels of Fielding, p. 12, n2.
gFor a thorough but concise discussion of the treat 
ment of religious hypocrisy in Western literature, see 
Henri Van Laun's "Introductory Notice" to Tartuffe in The Dramatic Works of Molibre. trans. Henri Van Laun 
(New Yorks Scribner, Welford, & Armstrong, 1^76), IV, 
97ff• All citations of Molfbre are from this trans­lation.
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'Publicus' in The Grub-Street Journal* No. 133
(July 20, 1732) condemns The Old Debauchees as "the
most coarse, vicious, insipid trumpery that ever was
hatched." He also asserts, "The Old Debauchees is the
Author’s favourite, it seems; for, in the preface to a
piece of MOLlfeRE’S, which he has most execrably murdered.
he modestly compares it with the Misanthrope of that 
gAuthor."7; Fielding had not even implied a comparison 
of his Old Debauchees to Moliere’s Misanthrope; what he 
says is "Misanthrope, to which it [Le Medecin malgrg’ Lui] 
was first added, owed to it chiefly its success. That 
excellent play was of too grave a kind to hit the genius 
of the French nation; on which account the author, in a 
very few days, produced this farce; which being added to 
the Misanthrope, gave it one of the greatest runs that 
any play ever met with on that stage."
’Philalethes,' probably Fielding, answered the 
charged ’Pulbicus' brought against The Old Debauchees 
in a letter to The Daily Post (July 31> 1732). There 
is no mention in the letter of the error of comparing 
Fielding’s play to Moliere's. On the contrary, a com­
parison is implied between The Old Debauchees and Dorn
^Reprinted in Henry Fielding: The CriticalHeritage, ed. Ronald Paulson and Thomas Lockwood (New 
Tfork: Barnes & Noble, Inc., 1969)» p. 59.
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Juan: "The Author is said to recommend Whoring and
Drunkeness: how! Why a Rake speaks against Matrimony, 
and a Sot against Sobriety! So Moliere in Dorn Juan 
recommends all Manner of Vices, and every Poet (I am 
sure every good one) that hath exposed a vicious 
Character, hath by this Rule contributed to debauch 
Mankind."*^ Perhaps Fielding was flattered by the 
comparison and wished to promote and reinforce it.
Fielding’s last dramatic production of 1732 was 
The Mock Doctor: Or The Dumb Lady Cur’d, a ballad
opera freely adapted from Moliere’s farce, Le Medecin 
malgre Lui. It was first produced June 23, 1732, as 
an afterpiece to The Old Debauchees and was one of 
Fielding’s most popular dramatic pieces. Nicoll lists 
twenty-one performances during 1732 and numerous revi­
vals up through 1 7 4 9 Fielding used Moliere's plot 
rather freely and turned the three-act farce into a 
one-act ballad opera. Fielding expands the role of 
Martine, wife of Sgnarelle, to take advantage of the 
talents of Kitty Clive (Miss Raftor in the Dramatis 
Personae); Fielding alludes to "her admirable genius 
for the stage" in his Preface. The play is dedicated
1QIbid.. p. 62.
1:̂ A History of English Drama: 1660-1900, 3rd ed.
(Cambridge: The Univ. Press, l96l), ii, 32'S, 326.
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to Dr. John Misaubin, a quack doctor who suffered in 
particular the more general satire on physicians 
Fielding -found in Moliere's play. He was a French 
physician regarded by the public as a quack and had 
already been caricatured by Hogarth in The Harlot's 
Progress.
The Mock Doctor is important to the present study 
in spite of the fact that it has few affinities with 
regular comedy. First, it marks Fielding's first 
extensive use of Moliere— a use which, judging from the 
piece's success, was very happy. Second, the last 
paragraph of the Preface to the play suggests that 
Fielding's interest in Moliere will continue, and it 
initiates the critical question of whether Fielding was 
involved in translating some of the Select Comedies of 
Mr. De Moliere: "One pleasure I enjoy from the success
of this piece is a prospect of transplanting success­
fully some others of great value. How I have done this, 
any English reader may be satisfied by examining an 
exact literal translation of the Medecin malgre Lui, 
which is the second in the second volume of Select 
Comedies of Moliere."
Fielding's part in the translation of Select 
Comedies of Mr. De Moliere (1732) is not known. The 
translation in French and English on facing pages was
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published in eight small volumes by John Watts, Field­
ing's own publisher. Separate plays were dedicated to 
the Duchess of Richmond, Lady Mary Wortley Montagu, the 
Duke of Argyle, the Earl of Chesterfield, and George 
Dodington, Esq., all close friends of Fielding. 
Fielding's own Miser was dedicated to the Duke of 
Richmond. . Hogarth designed the frontispiece to the 
first volume. These associations along with "sufficient 
traces of his hand in the general dedication to the 
Queen, the Prince of Wales and to Dr. Mead” led Cross 
to the belief that "Fielding's 'Miser' and 'Mock 
Doctor' were adaptations which he made from Moliere
while engaged upon the laborious task of more literal
12translations of these very plays." Cross lists
Select Comedies of Mr. De Moliere in his bibliography
under "Uncertain or Doubtful Authorship," but he adds
the note that "Fielding probably shared in this trans-
13lation with Henry Baker and James Miller." ^
On the other hand, L. P. Goggin has conjectured 
that Fielding wrote "The Mock Doctor" completely 
independent of the English translation but used both 
the English translation and the original text of
12Cross, I, 144, 145.
13Cross, III, 335, 336.
Moliere in writing The Miser. Goggin agrees essen­
tially with Joseph E. Tucker who argues that there are 
many stylistic differences between Fielding’s adapta­
tions and the translations of Le Medecin malgre Lui and 
L’Avare. and that evidence for attributing any share in 
the Select Comedies to Fielding is scanty and inconclu­
sive.1^ Goggin's position is argued by comparing 
Fielding's Mock Doctor and The Miser to both the French 
and English texts in The Select Comedies. He observes 
that in both plays, "Fielding seems to be closer to 
the French than the translator." However, he sees 
enough similarities between The Miser and the transla­
tion to maintain that "evidence does suggest that 
Fielding used the Select Comedies while he was writing 
his adaptation."1  ̂ It seems that Goggin and Tucker 
are overly anxious to make conjectures on the basis of 
the dissimilarities between the adaptations and the 
translations. The Preface to The Mock Doctor asks the 
reader to see how Fielding has transplanted Moliere by 
comparing his play to an exact literal translation.
No doubt, as a practicing dramatist, Fielding knew the
•^"The Eighteenth-Century English Translations of 
Moliere," MLg, 3 (1942), $3-103.
■^"Fielding and the Select Comedies of Mr. de 
Moliere," Pfi, 31 (1952), 347.
productions were two very different things. Goggin
himself in another place has commented that Fielding’s
addition of the three first scenes to Moliere's L'Avare.
was evidence of Fielding's developing awareness of dra-
16matic technique in indirect exposition. Gross's con­
jecture that Fielding had an active hand in the transla­
tions seems no less probable in the light of the work of 
Goggin and Tucker.
The Miser was the only product of the promise to 
transplant other Moliere plays of great value into 
English. The Miser is remarkably similar to some of 
Fielding's earlier plays in its central satire on 
avarice and on the buying and selling of love. In fact, 
several critics have suggested that Fielding's The Miser 
is different enough from Moliere's L'Avare to be called 
an original comedy. Parfitt, Goggin, and Van Laun offer 
excellent accounts of how Fielding's play differs from 
Moliere's.^ There is no reason to enumerate the trans­
fers of matter in the plays. Although Fielding expands 
Moliere's play, particularly in the first three scenes 
which feature the servants, there is hardly a line,
•^"Development of Techniques in Fielding's Comedies, 
PMLA, 67 (1952), 775.
^Parfitt, pp. 37-40.Goggin, "Development of Techniques," 775, 776.
Van Laun, V, 7, 6, 101, 102.
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incident, or character in L’Avare which Fielding has not 
in some way adapted to his play.
For the purposes of this study, it is important to 
note the ways in which the plays are alike, and parti­
cularly to note the elements of form and spirit which 
appear in The Miser for the first time in Fielding’s 
comedies and can be attributed to the influence of 
Moliere. There are fewer attempts at witty or decora­
tive language in The Miser than in any previous comedy. 
Different comic aspects of language, however, are 
exploited. Repetition and the catalogue were con­
sidered in the preceding chapter. Will G. Moore observes,
"The source of comedy lies in the fact of interference
1$with the normal process of communication." Interfer­
ence of communication caused by unhearing, mishearing, 
or overhearing is frequently employed in The Miser. Not 
since Love in Several Masques had Fielding* s dramatic 
comedy significantly employed aborted communication. In 
Love in Several Masques, it is restricted almost exclus­
ively to the self-deceived Malvil. In The Miser. V.xi 
and xviii, there are excellent examples of unhearing 
when Lovegold is so concerned for his stolen guineas
1$"Speech" in Moliere: A Collection of CriticalEssays, p. 52. “
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that he cannot hear Clermont telling him that he has 
taken Harriet* An example of comic mishearing occurs 
in I.vd, when Lovegold tells Ramilie, "Harkye, rascal, 
come hither, I would advise you not to run about the 
town, and tell everybody you meet that I have money 
hid." Ramilie hears exactly what Lovegold would con­
ceal from him and asks, ”Why, have you any money hid, 
sir?” An example of overhearing occurs in III.v, when 
Mariana and her mother have come to Lovegold*s to accept 
his formal proposal. Lovegold is hard of hearing and 
overhears just enough of the conversations between 
Mariana and Harriet to mishear at the same time:
Mariana. Harriet, I shall certainly burst: 0
nauseous, filthy fellow!
Lovegold. What does she say to you Harriet?
Harriet. She says, sir, if you were a star, you 
should be sure of her kindest influence.
Lovegold. How can I return this great honor you 
do me?
Mariana. Auh! what an animal! what a wretch!
tLovegold. How vastly am I obliged to you for 
these kind sentiments!
Mariana. I shall never be able to hold it out, unless you keep him at a greater distance.
Lovegold [Listening]. I shall make them both keep 
their distance7 madam.
The rest of this scene also relies on frustrated communi­
cation for its humor. For example, Frederick takes a
ring from his father and offers it to Mariana as his 
father's token of love, Lovegold is impassioned and 
resists, but to Mariana, Frederick interprets the 
whispers and gestures as signs that Lovegold insists 
on making the gift. These uses of comic language in 
Moliere's comedies are discussed by Will G. Moore.^
Before The Miser there is rarely any action in 
Fielding's comedies, never action solelv for the sake 
of comic effect. Uses of action and gesture in The 
Miser are cited in chap. V, pp. 14#, 149* There appears 
to be even more comic action in The Miser than in 
L'Avare. but Moliere's comedies were probably open to 
all sorts of extemporaneous action, especially since 
Moliere usually cast himself in a central role. If, 
however, one compares Fielding's The Miser with John 
Czell's translation (1712) or that in Select Comedies 
of Mr. De Moliere. he will also find that gesture and 
action are greatly increased in Fielding's play.
It has been noted that in The Modern Husband 
there is more intense interest in character than in 
the earlier comedies. The same interest is seen 
again in The Miser. Whereas Moliere's L'Avare had been 
centered around Harpagon, Fielding's centers around
•̂ Ibid.. pp. 44-49*
Lovegold, Mariana, and Lappet, There is no significant 
difference between Lovegold and Harpagon. Lappet is a 
very much expanded Froisine— in many ways more like 
Dorine in Tartuffe than Froisine, Lovegold and Lappet 
are clearly characters of judgment, and although they 
are represented more and more completely, their initial 
judgment is preserved throughout the play. Mariana's 
representation, on the other hand, resembles that of 
Mrs. Hilaret Modem more than that of Lovegold, Lappet, 
or her original, Elvire. Her character also resembles 
the earlier Congrevian heroines of Fielding more than 
it does the spiritless Elvire of L'Avare. She is a 
character of experience, for whom the dramatist does 
not dictate a pat response.
After The Miser Fielding wrote only two regular 
comedies, The Universal Gallant and The Fathers, per­
haps his worst and his best play, respectively.
Moliere's general influence can be traced in these 
plays, but L'Ecole des Maris and L'iScole des Femmes 
were particularly influential.
The Universal Gallant seems to have been conceived 
upon the basis of the dialogues between Chrysalde and 
Arnolphe in L'iScole des Femmes. In the first scene of 
L'Ecole des Femmes Arnolphe assures Chrysalde that there 
is the married woman who "cunningly pretends to make a
lSl
confidant of her confiding husband, who slumbers 
securely under such a delusion, and pities the gallant 
for his pains, which, however, the latter does not 
throw away.'1 This is an exact description of Colonel 
and Mrs. Raffler. Later, in IV.viii, Chrysalde assures 
Arnolphe there are much great misfortunes than cuckol- 
dom:
Do you think that, in choosing between the two alternatives, I should not prefer to be what you say, rather than see myself married to one of 
those good creatures whose ill-humour makes a quarrel out of nothing— -those dragons of virtue, those respectable she-devils, ever piquing them­
selves on their wise conduct, who, because they do not do us a trifling wrong, take on themselves to 
behave haughtily, and, because they are faithful to us, expect that we should bear everything from them? Once more, my friend, know that cuckoldom 
is just what we make of it, that on some accounts it is even to be desired, and that it has its 
pleasures like other things.
Certainly this accurately describes Sir Simon Raffler 
and Lady Raffler and the relationship between them.
In L'Ecole des Femmes Moliere employs the identical 
comic situation four different times; it is the confron­
tation of Arnolphe and Horace (I.vi, Ill.iv, IV.vi, 
V.vi). The situation has the most comic potential the 
first and second times, and Moliere, probably realizing 
this, makes the last two very short. The first time 
Arnolphe is forced to hear of Horace's gallantries 
toward Agnes and of himself as obstacle to the young
lovers. The success of and previews to the affair are 
recounted in the subsequent confrontations. The scenes 
are comic because Arnolphe, in order to hear the things 
he wants to know, must endure the abuses and insults 
directed at himself. Horace is, of course, attempting 
to be perfectly honest; to him Arnolphe is just an old 
friend of his father:
Horace. As for the man, I think liis name is De la Zousse, or Souche; I did not much concern myself about the name. He is rich, by what 
they told me, but not one of the wisest ofmen; they say he is a ridiculous fellow. Doyou know him?
Arnolphe. [Aside 1. It is a bitter pill I have to swallow!
Horace. Why, you do not speak a word.
Arnolphe. Oh yes— I know him.
Horace. He is a fool, is he not?
Arnolphe. Ugh!
Horace. What do you say? Ugh!— that means yes? Jealous, I suppose, ridiculously so? Stupid?I see he is just as they told me. To be brief the lovely Agnes has succeeded in enslaving me 
She is a pretty jewel, to tell you honestly; it would be a sin if such a rare beauty were
left in the power of this eccentric fellow.(I.vi)
Twice Fielding uses a similar comic situation in The 
Universal Gallant. The confrontation is between 
Captain Spark and Sir Simon Raffler. Spark would like 
it thought that he had had an amour; Sir Simon would
like to discover himself a cuckold. While Sir Simon is
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delighted at his discoveries, he is without any recourse 
to the situation. The more amusing of the two encoun­
ters follows: ^
Sir Simon Raffler. And you have had Lady Raffler then?
Captain Spark. No, that's too much to own.
Sir Simon Raffler. Not at all; no one isashamed to own their amours now— fine gentle­men talk of women of quality in the same man­
ner as of their launderesses. Besides, it is 
known already, you may ow$ it, especially to me; for it shall go no further, I assure you.
Captain Spark. Well then, in'confidence that you 
are a man of honor, I will own it to you; yes, 
yes, I have, I have had her.
Sir Simon Raffler. Would the devil had had you!Now if I had the spirit of a worm, I would beat this fellow to death; but I think I have 
spirit enough to beat ray wife. She shall pay for all; and that immediately. Your servant.
(Ill.i)
The language in The Universal Gallant is neither 
witty nor natural. The few instances of comic language 
are in the ironic decimations of Sir Simon Raffler that 
he is not a jealous man and those of Colonel Raffler that 
he is master of his house. Contrast is the guiding prin­
ciple of form in The Universal Gallant just as it is in 
Moliere's major comedies: Sganerelle-Ariste (L'Ecole
des Maris), Araolphe-Chrysalde (L'Ecole des Femmes), 
Orgon-Cleante (Tartuffe), Alceste-Philinte (Misanthrope). 
A. R. Humphreys notes that in his novels Fielding "deals 
particularly well with sharp formal oppositions or with
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symmetrical points of view in distinct antithesis.
Moliere, to whom he owed so much, was an adept in the
20same mannerism.” Fielding began to experiment with 
this method in the early comedies, but the method does 
not become central until the last two. Lady Gravely- 
Lady Lucy Pedant (The Temple Beau), Justice Squeezum- 
Justice Worthy (Rape Upon Rape), and Mutable-Stedfast 
(The Wedding-Dav) are just a few examples of Fielding's 
formal-antithetical contrasts in tne earlier comedies. 
The method is used primarily as a comic device in the 
early comedies: one side is used as a stance from
which to attack the other, and both propositions are 
finally reduced to absurdity. In The Universal Gallant. 
however, the whole play revolves around the contrasting 
delusions of the Raffler brothers and the contrasts 
associated with the brothers— wives, attitudes, respon­
ses.
The School for Wives was included in the fourth 
volume of Select Comedies of Mr. De Moliere. as was 
also The School for Husbands. The School for Wives is 
dedicated to the Right Honourable Sir William Young, 
Knight of the Bath. Part of the dedication reads,
^ " F i e l d i n g ' s  irony: Its Method and Effects,"
RES, 18 (1942). Reprinted in Fielding: A Collection
of Critical Essays, ed. Ronald Paulson (Elnglewood 
’STiffs, M. J;: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 19o2), p. 21.
»»«•»
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Amongst the modern Comedies there are none 
that come so near the Beauty, Spirit,xand Simplic­
ity of the Ancients as those of MOLIERE: His
Characters, like theirs are taken constantly from 
Nature; his Manners are exactDy suited to his Characters; and it is not so much his Endeavour 
to make his People talk wittily as .justly: aPractice directly contrary to that of some later Writers, in whom an extravagant Affectation of 
Wit proves but too often the Destruction of common sense.21
It is surprising, in light of the similarity of this
recommendation of Moliere to that of Aristophanes in
the Preface to Plutus: The God of Riches that.the
suggestion has not been made that Fielding might also
have had a hand in the translation of L'Ecole des
Femmes.
The primary idea behind Moliere's L'Ecole des
Maris and L'Ecole des Femmes and Fielding's The Fathers
is found in Terence's Adelphi. In Terence's play Demea,
father to Aeschinus and Ctesipho, allows his bachelor
brother Micio to adopt Aeschinus. Demea is strict and
severe with Ctesipho, whereas Micio is indulgent to
Demea's berating and to frequent uneasiness caused by
Aeschinus*s extravagances. Micio argues,
But I call my brother severe beyond all right and reason; and truly, in my mind, that man is very much mistaken who believes that government by pure force has more authority and a better founda­
tion, than one accompanied by tenderness and respect. This is my logic, and I argue thus: "Hewho is compelled by threats to do his duty, will do so no longer than you can keep an eye on him;
21Reprinted in Van Laun, II, 141, 142.
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whenever he sees he won't be found out, he'll 
follow his own inclinations. But he who is governed by love obeys most cheerfully, strives 
to make his due returns, and remains the same 
whether you are present or absent."22
Micio*s logic proves true in the course of the play,
and at the end Demea has changed his opinion and is in
agreement with Micio.
Sganarelle and Ariste have the parts of Demea and
Micio, respectively, in L'Ecole des Maris: however, the
sons are adopted daughters of a deceased friend in
Moliere's play. This allows Moliere to entertain
Sganarelle*s interest in his ward as a future wife.
Repeatedly frustrated and finally defeated, Sganarelle
is not absorbed into the new society at the end of the
play, however, and leaves the stage saying, "Unhappy
he who trusts a woman after this! The best of them
are always full of mischief; they were made to damn the
whole world. I renounce the treacherous sex for ever,
and give them to the devil with all my heart."
In Fielding's The Fathers there are two fathers
each having a son and a daughter. The primary idea is
the same as in Terence and Moliere, with more stress
on the avariciousness of the strict father, Old Valence,
than there is in the other comedies. Old Valence, like
22The Comedies of Terence, ed. Robert Graves 
(Chicago: Aldine Publishing Co•, 1962).
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Sganarelle, remains out of the new society whose birth
i
is celebrated without a marriage ceremony. There are 
no borrowings of matter to support an argument that 
Fielding’s The Fathers was directly influenced by L’Ecole 
des Maris: however, there are elements of form used in 
The Fathers which are possibly acquired from Moliere.
Of these language and contrasts are perhaps the most 
important.
The language of The Fathers is simple and natural; 
language used for comic effect is restricted to the 
rural dialect of the country squire, Sir George Kennel, 
and to the frequent irony in speeches of Sir George 
Boncour and Old Valence. Contrasts abound in the play—  
between fathers, brothers, children, attitudes, dis­
positions, behavior.
It remains to be shown in what ways the spirit in 
Fielding’s later comedies differs from that in the 
earlier comedies. Then a comparison of the later spirit 
to the spirit of Moliere should facilitate an analysis 
of similarities which were possibly transferred from 
Moliere's spirit to Fielding's. Fielding's earlier 
plays portray an ideal world (symbolized by country 
life), temporarily contaminated by men's contrivances 
and artifices (symbolized by London life) or distorted 
by men's delusions and immoderate passions. The world
of the later comedies is not so innocently conceived.
No intimations of an ideal countryside relieve the harsh 
realities of society in the later comedies. The only 
reflections of coutnry life are seen when Sir George 
Kennel and his son visit London (The Fathers) • It is 
the tyranny and ignorance emanating from their country 
estate, Dirty Park, that are emphasized. Fielding 
continued in the later plays to present men as victims 
of delusions and extravagant passions making themselves 
and others unhappy. However, the victims of delusions 
and excesses are not minor humor characters as in the 
earlier comedies. On the contrary, Mrs. Modern, 
Lovegold, Sir Simon Raffler and Colonel Raffler, and 
Old Valence and Mr. Bonour, all victims of delusions 
and immoderate passions, are the central characters of 
their respective plays. Lovegold and Old Valence are 
really no more than fully developed caricatures of old 
avaricious men. The other victims, however, evoke 
sympathy— Mrs. Modern and Mr. Boncour, especially.
It is significant that three of the last four plays 
conclude with comments on the wages of sin, infidelity 
in marriage (The Modern Husband), avarice (The Miser), 
and jealousy (The Universal Gallant) • There are opti­
mistic remarks at the end of The Fathers on the just 
rewards for new evidence of Young Boncour*s filial
gratitude, but the absence of a marriage ceremony and 
Young Kennel's inability to merit the hand of Miss 
Boncour deny general optimism to the play's conclu­
sion. The first four comedies, on the other hand, 
conclude with comments on the rewards of virtue.
Emphasis in the later comedies is on the personal evils 
which can thwart a man's happiness; in addition to those 
obstacles to happiness is the threat of the world of 
Lord Richlys, Lovegolds, Mr. Moderns, Sir Simon Bafflers* 
That even the happy man is susceptible to outside 
threats is demonstrated by Mr. Bellamant's intrigue 
with Mrs. Modern and his readiness to believe that 
Mrs. Bellaraant has been unfaithful. In fact, the inno­
cents and the virtuous are easily duped by the vicious 
or their own delusions in all the later plays.
Only three of the regular comedies among Moliere's 
town plays exerted significant influence on the matter 
and form of Fielding's later comedies. The question 
arises, is Moliere's spirit as evidenced in only three 
plays (two very early and one very late in the artist's 
career) representative of his work as a whole? In the 
case of Moliere, the answer is probably yes. The spirit 
in the early plays is more awkwardly conveyed and less 
completely conceived than in the later plays, but the 
only regular comedy in which MoliSre's view of the world
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and the nature of man is altered is Tartuffe. Even 
Tartuffe offers only an additional dimension or facet 
to the same spirit.
The deviant from the norm in I^Ecole des Maris is 
harmless to anyone but himself. He is the victim of 
his passion to practice domestic tyranny over his ward 
Isabella; Lisette says to Sganarelle early in the play, 
"We have a conscience for those who rely on us; but it 
is delightful, really, to cheat such folks as you*' (I. 
iii). Never understanding Ariste, the raisonneur of 
the play, Sganarelle remains under the delusion of his 
authority and effectiveness to the end. All he learns 
from his experience is that there is a satanic nature 
in women; he confesses, "This faithlessness perplexes 
my understanding" (V.x)• In I/Ecole des Maris. 
Sganarelle is the only deviant among the group, and he 
is presented as the polar opposite to the ideal, the 
raisonneur.
Arnolphe is the Sganarelle of L>Ecole des Femmes. 
He is, of course, more refined and rational than 
Sganarelle, and "we do not despise him and rejoice in 
his misfortune, as we were compelled to do with the 
tyrannt of Isabella."23 Arnolphe is too much on the
23Van Laun, II, 139
stage and too fully developed a character not to demand 
some sympathy. Delusioned by his own idealization of 
Agnes, he is over and over the victim of his own attempts 
to preserve the delusion. His whole existence centers 
around protecting himself from cuckoldry, the common 
experience of other men. Arnolphe is the first of 
several of Moliere*s characters who set themselves up 
in opposition to society in order "to be distinguished. 
but they refuse to adopt the usual method of social 
advancement and privilege, since this method offers 
only a relative superiority to others, whereas the 
superiority they desire is absolute. They are comic 
not only because there is a constant contradiction 
between what they are and what they affect to be, but 
because their attempt to transcend all social superior-
o f
ities and to reach an absolute superiority misfires."
What is presented in L*Ecole des Maris and L*Ecole 
des Femmes is a small representation of man as a social 
animal, living in and adapting to a world which is first 
and foremost a community. In Arnolphe, Moliere has 
drawn the deviant and shown him in contrast to the rest 
of the more happy raisonneurs. Certainly Ramon Fernandez
2^Lionell Gossman, Men and Masks: A Study of
Moliere (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 19^5)»
p. 211.
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is correct when he says, "In effect, the reason that
triumphs in Moliere's comedy is pragmatic reason.
'There,1 he tells us, 'that is how nature operates.
It is you who must adapt to nature, not nature to you.
25Otherwise, you are ridiculous.'” At the same time, 
however, it seems that Moliere's plays show in the 
principal characters that the nature of man does not 
permit him to make the adjustment demanded by society. 
Instead, he persists in his delusions and immoderate 
passions, himself his own worst enemy.
L'Avare conveys a spirit almost identical to that 
of the two earlier school plays. The scope of the 
society is even more restricted; the play's society is 
limited to the domestic relations in Harpagon's immedi­
ate family (as in Tartuffe). This play demonstrates 
how avarice can destroy even the closest of social 
ties, those between a father and his children. Not 
only does Harpagon's passion divorce him from the most 
fundamental human social unit, as one critic has
26observed, ”his wealth is used to keep him poor.” So 
ultimately he too is victim of his own passions and 
self-delusions.
2^"The Comedy of Will” in Moliere: A Collection ofCritical Essays, ed. Jacques Guicharnaud TEnglewood 
Cliffs, N. J1.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1964), p. 44.
26Gossman, p. 211.
The greatest difference between the spirit of 
Fielding and that of Moliere appears to be Molfere's 
acceptance of the social norm as an ideal. In Field­
ing's later plays the large view of society portrays a 
grand collection of ugly villains. It is, indeed, Mrs. 
Modern's attempt to measure up to the norm that destroys 
her. In The Miser, most of the world (servants, trades­
men, for example) are as avaricious as Lovegold; the 
notable exceptions are the four young lovers. If one is 
to accept Fielding's society, it must be with full 
knowledge of one's vulnerability: Mr. Boncour's "Well,
I had rather be the bubble of other men's will than of 
my own; for let me tell you, brother, whatever imposi­
tions knavery puts upon others, it puts greater on 
itself" (The Fathers. Ill, i).
It is hardly possible, then, to reconcile the
spirit of Fielding with the morality of Moliere, often
described, "Its broadest principle is the necessity of
accepting society. 'Social' in this sense, and 'moral,*
tend to be identical terms. An attempt to satisfy the
innermost and profoundest needs of man can lead but to
solitude, or madness, and the former is no more possible,
27conceivable, nor indeed desirable than the latter." '
2^Percy Addison Chapman, The Spirit of Moliere:
An Interpretation (Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press,1940), p. 232.
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Chapman also argues, "The laughter of Moliere implies a 
confidence in the nature of man, of all men. The 
solidarity and universality of the human, that is the 
anchor."2**
Tartuffe alters Moliere's world view by acknowledg­
ing the existence of evil which has powerful potential 
for seduction and destruction. This is an aspect of 
Moliere's spirit which is not seen in L'Ecole des Maris. 
L'Ecole des Femmes, and The Miser. While it is an 
unusual aspect of Moliere's spirit, it is one common 
to Fielding's. Mr. Boncour's good nature is practiced 
in full consciousness of the fact that he is a likely 
victim of a society because there are many "such foolish 
wise men in the world" as Old Valence.
For both artists, social and moral are essentially 
identical. Both are concerned with the problems of men 
living among other men. Moliere portrays the deviant 
against the social ideal whose spokesman— Ariste, 
Chrysalde, Clermont, Philinte, Cleante— describes its 
principal tenets: moderation, liberality, mutual trust,
and tolerance. On the other hand, Fielding portrays his 
deviants against the real social situation and leaves 
the ideal to be inferred. In both cases the emphasis
2gIbid.. 244.
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falls on the individual's failure to realize happiness 
because of delusion and immoderate passions. However, 
when Fielding's individual has achieved happiness it is 
implied that it will be in spite of society, but 
Moliere's individual, at least in part, achieves happi­
ness when he is accepted by society.
In spite of the fact that in the later comedies 
Fielding borrowed essential matter and form from 
Moliere, there is at most an incomplete transfer of 
spirit. Stuart Tave argues that as a novelist Fielding 
conveys an amiable humor which "measured reality, not 
as the satirist tends, by an ideal against which reality 
is terribly wanting, nor did it, in the manner of the 
sentimentalist, deny or falsify the gap between the real 
and the ideal. It accepted the difference with a 
liberal tolerance, or unlike both, it found the ideal 
in the varied fulness of the real with all its imper­
fections.”^  Tave's description seems more applicable 
to Moliere than to the Fielding of the later comedies. 
Perhaps Fielding's exposure to Moliere led him toward 
amiable humor, but in the later comedies Fielding is not 
yet able to accept the imperfections of society with 
liberal tolerance.
2^The Amiable Humorist: A Study in The Comic Theoryand Criticism of the Eighteenth and Early Nineteenth Centuries IChicago; Univ. of Chicago Press, lyou;, p.
CHAPTER VII
CONCLUSION
F. W. Bateson called Fielding an inferior or 
immature Congreve; the author of The Connoisseur: A
Satire on the Modern Men of Taste (1734) called him 
England’s Moliere.^ Neither, of course, is correct. 
Unfortunately, however, influence studies tend to rein­
force such misnomers while ignoring the original genius 
of the "borrower.** Fielding*s career as a1 dramatist 
was devoted to experimentation. Some of his experiments 
were highly successful (Pasquin. for example, second 
only to Gay*s The Beggar’s Opera in eighteenth-century 
popularity); some were disastrous (The Universal Gal­
lant) • He began writing regular full-length comedies 
relying heavily on Congreve’s comedies as his model.
The later comedies, however, reflect the influence but 
not so much the imitation of Moliere. A direct line of 
development from Congrevian to Moli'bresque comedy can be 
traced in Fielding’s eight comedies. At the same time, 
however, Fielding's use of the mask and his representa­
tion of character were developing with complete indepen­
dence of Congreve or Molibre.
•̂English Comic Drama: 1700-1750 (New York: Russell
& Russell, 19297 Reissued 19o3)» p. 11#• The Connois­seur is reprinted in part in Henry Fielding: The Criti­cal Heritage. ed. Ronald Paulson and Thomas Lockwood 
(New York: Barnes & Noble, Inc., 1969)» P» 73*
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During the years 172# to 1737 young Henry Fielding 
was England's most prominent and most productive play­
wright. If the novels are taken as the culmination of 
the artist's career, his most important productions were 
probably the full-length comedies. As L. P. Goggin 
suggests, "The novels have usually been praised, not 
for the farcical and satirical elements in them, but
rather for the plotting, the characterization, the humor,
2and the verisimilitude of high comedy." Only six of 
the comedies were produced before 1737, but it is prob­
able that even The Wedding-Day and The Fathers (produced
o1743 and 177#» respectively) were completed by then.
Thus, Fielding's work as a comedian was probably finished 
before he attempted any fiction.
The humor in Fielding's early comedies depends 
almost entirely upon humour characters, comical satire, 
and witty language. Most of the characters are mere 
symbols of social affectations or of vices— patent 
objects of comic ridicule. Characters and their behav­
ior are measured against ideals., such as Bellaria (The 
Temple Beau) and Justice Worthy (Rape Upon Rape), and
2"Development of Techniques in Fielding's Comedies," 
PMLA, 67 (1952), 769, 770.
^Wilbur L. Cross, The History of Henry Fielding 
(New Havens Yale Univ. Press, l9is)V 1," 373 and ill,
103.
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found absurdly deficient. Witty language, which makes 
frequent use of similes, metaphors, analogies, puns, 
and double entendres, discloses the brilliance and 
smart cynicism of true-wits and exposes the dullness 
of fools.
The humor in the later comedies relies more on 
action, gesture, delineation of character, and comic 
aspects of language other than witty dialogue— repeti­
tion, catalogues, interrupted communication. The stand­
ard of comparison in the later comedies tends to be a 
norm rather than an ideal. There is only occasional 
comical satire in these plays. With The Modern Husband 
Fielding begins to portray even bad characters in such 
depth as to preserve them from satire. Initially Mrs. 
Modern is a symbol of marital infidelity, the immoderate 
gambler, and faith in reputation. However, she makes 
so many appearances and speaks so many soliloquies that 
she becomes humanized and is even partially forgiven by 
the end of the play. Lovegold and Old Valence are cari­
catures of old, avaricious men, but even they are 
characterized so thoroughly as to evoke sympathy for 
the manner in which they are being destroyed by their 
passions.
The plots of Fielding’s first four comedies focus 
upon young lovers and the people or things which pre­
vent a union between them. Characters other than the
lovers and the blocking characters are representatives 
of fashionable society. The early plays seem to be 
overflowing the characters— a confusing effect which the 
more mature Fielding learned to eliminate. Love in 
Several Masques, for example, has only twelve charac­
ters but leaves the impression of having many more.
This play seems particularly crowded because there are 
three pairs of lovers and no particular pair is promi­
nent. In fact, there is little distinction made even 
between major and minor characters before The Modern 
Husband. Fielding’s failure to distinguish between 
principal characters and minor characters causes the 
early Love in Several Masques and The Temple Beau 
(eleven characters) to seem more crowded and less 
unified than the later The Modem Husband and The Miser 
(seventeen and sixteen characters, respectively).
Character is not really important to Fielding’s 
early comedy of manners. The characters in the early 
comedies are seldom more than types or humours. Wise- 
more (Love in Several Masques) and Hilaret Politic 
(Rape Upon Rape) have a little depth, but the others 
are mere symbols of foppery, coquetry, prudishness, 
avarice, gluttony, delusion, jealousy, and other tar­
gets for satiric ridicule. Even such attractive charac­
ters as Lady Matchless (Love in Several Masques),
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Bellaria (The Temple Beau)#or Justice Worthy (Rape Upon 
Rape) are more symbols than persons.
In the later comedies settings and social circles 
are more restricted than in the earlier, usually center­
ing about a single household and family. Emphasis falls 
on one to three main characters. There are still many 
type and humour characters, but their roles are greatly 
reduced. Primarily, they provide foils and contrasts 
against which main characters are portrayed. The later 
the comedy the more emphasis there is on character and 
the less there is on behavior. Some of the principal 
characters are simply elaborate humours— the Rafflers 
and Lovegold, for example. One, Mrs. Hilaret Modern, 
is a character of experience. Others are characters of 
judgment but more complex than humours or types.
The controlling symbol of structure and character 
in dramatic comedy is the mask. Each of Congreve's 
comedies moves toward a final unmasking. The blocking 
characters or obstacles are initially conceived in the 
mask. Maskwell in The Double-Dealer is the main 
obstacle to the union between Mellefont and Cynthia.
He has devised the almost impenetrable mask, truth 
itself:
No mask like Open Truth to cover Lies,
As to go naked is the best Disguise. (V.i)
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Millamant,s mask is the obstacle in The Wav of the World. 
Mrs. Marwood informs Millamant, however, that the mask 
has only limited usefulness* Truth will out: "If you
would but appear barefac 'd now, and own Mirabell; you 
might as easily put off Petulant and Witwoud. as your 
Hood and Scarf. And indeed 'tis time, for the Town has 
found it: The Secret is grown too big for the
Pretence" (Ill.i).
The mask is also a central thematic idea in 
Congreve's comedies, especially in Love for Love.
Valentine assumes various disguises in an attempt to get 
Angelica to reciprocate his love: "You see what Dis­
guises Love makes us put on; Gods have been in counter­
feited Shapes for the same Reason; and the Divine Part 
of me, my Mind, has worn this Mask of Madness, and this 
motly Livery, only as the Slave of Love, and menial 
Creature of your Beauty" (IV.i). It is not until 
Valentine abandons his masks, however, that Angelica 
confesses her love, ,"1 have done dissembling now, 
Valentine; and if that Coldness which I have always 
worn before you, should turn to extream Fondness, you 
must not suspect it" (V.i). The implication, of 
course, is that when affectations are replaced by honesty, 
meaningful relationships are possible. Norman N.
Holland wrote a penetrating analysis of Love for Love
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in which he argued, "The action of Love for Love per­
fectly exemplifies the last phase of Restoration comedy. 
The hero .retreats from the social world of deception and 
illusion to a perfect haven of psychological truth and 
emotional sincerity. He discovers the heart behind the 
mask."^
Molifere*s use of the mask is largely restricted to 
presentation of character. Gustave Lanson suggested 
that Moliere's characters were initially conceived in 
the masks of the types from Italian and French farce. 
Lanson described the process of characterization as 
follows: "Moliere enlarges the boundaries, multiplies
the stock types and the reactions of each type; he does 
not change the principle, which is always to seek the 
comic, in some relationship with life. . . .  For Molihre 
a character is a person who is powerfully unified by 
the domination of a passion or vice that destroys or 
subdues all other likes and dislikes of his soul, and 
this quality becomes the motivating force of all his 
thought and action. "** The stripping away of the mask is 
not an integral part of Moliere’s comedies. There are,
*The First Modern Comedies: The Significance of
Ethereee. Wycherley. ancTCongreve (Cambridge: Harvard
Univ. Press, 19^9), p. 174.
'’"Moliere and Farce," Tulane Drama Review. S, No. 3 
(Winter 1963), 146, 147.
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of course, the revelations of identity that make up con­
trived denouements of L'Ecole des Maris. L*Ecole des 
Femmes and The Miser. But even in Tartuffe. there is 
no question about the real man behind the mask, that is, 
except for Orgon.
Fielding displays much interest in the mask and 
its various uses and implications in his early comedies. 
In fact, his first publication was a poem entitled "The 
Masquerade," a satire on the very popular masquerades 
organized and promoted by Count Heidegger. In the poem 
Fielding stresses the fact that the people attending a 
masquerade are those "Who masque the face, t* unmasque 
the mind" (1.74). This is highly reminiscent of 
Mellefont's speech in The Double-Dealer, "Women may 
most properly be said to be unmasked when they wear 
Vizors; for that secures them from blushing and being 
out of Countenance, and next to being in the dark, or 
alone, they are most truly themselves in a Vizor mask" 
(Ill.i). Love in Several Masques resembles Love for 
Love very much, in that the play moves toward the unmask­
ing and subsequent uniting of lovers. J. Oates Smith 
argues that Fielding’s comedies are exercises "in which
^Printed in The Female Husband and Other Writings, ed. Claude E. Jones (tiverpools Liverpool Univ. Press,
i960), pp. 1-16.
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characters and their apparent and real identities are
manipulated until the proper equilibrium is reached and
7the 'good* marriage . • . can be celebrated." This
structure is, of course, the most common in dramatic 
comedy, and Fielding's first four comedies have this 
structure•
The later comedies, however, display a declining 
interest in young lovers and their marriages, and unmask­
ing is not a guiding principle of structure. There are 
marriages in three of the last four comedies. Except 
for Mariana and Frederick (The Miser), however, the 
characters that marry are relatively unimportant.
In the later comedies, Fielding frequently repre­
sents major characters in the manner of Moliere. The 
type or humour mask is assigned from the beginning, and 
during the progress of the play the character gains 
depth and broader dimensions through contacts with 
several other characters in several different situations. 
Lovegold (The Miser), the Rafflers (The Universal Gal­
lant) , and Old Valence (The Fathers) are examples.
Other major characters, however, are represented with 
a sort of ambiguity. Mrs. Modem (The Modern Husband)
^"Masquerade and Marriages Fielding's Comedies of 
Identity," Ball State Univ. Forum. 6, No. 3 (196£), 11.
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is the earliest such character. In one scene she appears 
to be a villain, in the next a victim of her husband 
and society. The dramatist never offers a final answer 
as to whether she is more a victim than a villain.
The dramatic representation of Mariana is more 
ambiguous and interesting than that of Mrs. Modem.
She is initially described by other supposedly reliable 
characters as a coquette, but when she first appears in 
Act II, scene iii, it is obvious that her coquetry has 
only been a mask. In scenes which immediately follow, 
it becomes obvious that the warm, honest behavior she 
expressed in Act II, scene iii, was only a mask to dis­
guise her coquetry and an avaricious nature. Neither 
the other characters nor an audience are permitted to 
know Mariana's real motivations until the last scene of 
the play. William Hazlitt wrote, "Fielding was a master 
of what may be called the double entendre of character, 
and surprizes you no less by what he leaves in the dark 
(hardly known to the persons themselves), than by the 
unexpected discoveries he makes of the real traits and 
circumstances in a character, with which, till then, you
gfind you were unacquainted." Hazlitt was writing about 
the characters of Fielding's fiction; he might have
gHazlitt on English Literature, ed. Jacob Zeitlin 
(New Yorks CxTord univ. JPress, 19l3)» p. l6l.
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written the same thing with equal validity about the 
characters in the later comedies.
The mask in The Universal Gallant is related more 
to the play's thesis than to character or structure.
The play's argument is that no matter what the amount 
of exposure to reality, the victim of delusion remains 
helplessly blind; truth does not out. The victim of 
delusion sees reality as only another mask.
In The Fathers Fielding experiments again with 
ambiguous representation of character. Mr. Boncour,
Young Boncour, Miss Boncour, and the Valence children 
are ambiguously represented. The most interesting of 
these representations is perhaps that of Young Boncour.
He appears in several early scenes as a selfish brat, 
anxious to take advantage of his father's good nature.
In Act IV Young Boncour offers his portion from his 
mother's marriage settlement to rescue his father from 
impending bankruptcy. When his uncle hears this offer, 
he tells Mr. Boncour, "I think he has smelt out the trick, 
and has artfully contrived this cheap method of appearing 
meritorious in your eyes" (IV.iv). The uncle's response 
is identical to one ah audience would be thinking. At 
the end of the play Sir George is convinced of Young 
Boncour*s honesty and virtue, but the reader or audience 
may not be convinced. There are too many contradictory
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appearances of Young Boncour which Sir George does not 
witness. In Congreve's Love for Love. Valentine com­
ments, "I know no effectual Difference between continued 
Affectation and Reality" (Ill.i). The problem of distin­
guishing between mask and reality is one restricted to 
characters within Congreve's play. In Fielding's later 
comedies the audience or reader shares the problem.
Fielding's distrust in appearances is reflected in 
his "Essay on the Knowledge of the Characters of Men" as 
well as in his later comedies. In the essay he embraces 
the Aristotelian concept that character is action. At 
the same time, however, a single action may spring from 
several different motives. It is only when motives can 
be ascertained that actions can be properly interpreted. 
Another obstacle to a knowledge of the characters of men 
is man's natural inconsistency, particularly in actions. 
Even a man with perfectly consistent motives may act a 
deceptive part under some circumstances or in some situa­
tions. From the observer's point of view, then, today's 
hero might easily appear tomorrow's villain. Fielding's 
essay is an attempt to instruct the observer in the 
complexities of interpreting actions or appearances. At 
one level this is the same thing Fielding attempts in 
the representation of character in the later comedies.
The observer of the play must make judgments with
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approximately the same limitations under which he makes 
judgments in real-life situations.
It is perhaps indicative of the importance of 
Fielding's dramatic representation of character that it is 
frequently evident in the drama of Bernard Shaw. Shaw 
also insists that an audience evaluate and judge appear­
ances. In The Devil's Disciple, for example, Shaw 
allows observers within and outside the play to misjudge 
the characters of Richard Dudgeon and Anthony Anderson.
The observer outside.the play sees Dudgeon as a gallant 
hero, defying his Puritan milieu and sacrificing him­
self for the colorless, passive Anderson. The observers 
within the play, represented in Judith Anderson, reach 
the same concensus. However, Shaw has shown clearly 
the distorted views of the observers within the play.
When it turns out that the characters of Dudgeon and 
Anderson are almost exactly the reverse of the outside 
observers' judgment, it is clearly a case of misinter­
pretation of action. How could they have concurred 
with the judgment of those Puritan fanatics of New 
Hampshire? In the Preface to Plays Unpleasant. Shaw 
called Fielding "the greatest practising dramatist, 
with the single exception of Shakespear, produced by 
England between the Middle Ages and the nineteenth 
century." Perhaps this evaluation was to some extent
prompted by Fielding's experiments with representation 
of character in his comedies. At any rate, Fielding's 
experiments and achievements (The Miser and The Fathers) 
deserve more consideration than usually granted in a 
history of English dramatic comedy.
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